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INTRODUCTION 

On  May  15,  1973,  Joyce  Strom,  Director,  Office  for  Children,  and  Alexander 

Sharp,  Commissioner,  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  created  the  Child  Abuse  and 

Neglect  Fact-f inding  Commission  to  investigate  three  recently  reported  cases  of 

..  -  /  ,    •  • 

alledged  child  abuse  and'  neglect  in  three  local  communities.     The  Commission 

vas  directed  to  examine  the  chronology  of  events  leading  co  che  incidents,  co 

determine  the  involvement  of  public  and  private  agencies  with  the  children  and 

families,   to  interview  individuals  involved  in  the  cases,   to  review  pertinent 

documen cation,  policies  and  procedures  of  che  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  and 

to  report  its  findings  and  recommendations. 

Aooointed  co  the  Commission  were  John  A.  York,  MSW,  Deputy  Direccor,  Office 
for  Children,  Chairman;  Attorney  3arry  L.  Mintzer;  John  E.  McManus ,  ACSW,  Executive 
Director,  Hew  3edford  Children  and  Family  Services,  Leona  3.  Fredericks,  ACSW, 
Executive  Assistant  to  che  Commissioner,  Department  of  Public  Welfare.     Priscilia  3. 
Fox,  Deputy  General  Counsel  of  the  Office  for  Children,  and  Joseph  R.  Schmidt, 
Assistant  General  Counsel  for  che  Department  of  Public  Welfare  vera  appointed  co 
serve  as  scaff  co  che  Commission.  The  Commission  began  deliberations  on  May  13,  1978. 

This  is  che  report  of  the  Commission's  findings,  conclusions,  and  recommendations 
in  the  first  case.     The  Commission  will  investigate  and  prepare  a  separace  report 
in  che  near  future  with  regard  to  the  other  two  cases. 

The  Commission  began  its  investigation  of  the.  first  case  by  reviewing  the 
records  of  che  Deparcment  of  Public  Welfare  (hereafter  referred  to  as  "the 
Department") .     From  the  record  the  Commission  learned  the  identity  of  other  public 
and  private  agencies  which  had  been  involved  with  this  family  and  set  about  con- 
tacting these  collateral  sources  for  additional  records  and  documentation.     The  ■ 
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— d  sad  oa  also  began  scheduling  and  conducting  Interviews  of  individuals  vich 
knowledge  of  che  case  and  reisced  issues, 

la  Che  course  of  che  iavescigacion  the  Commission  interviewed  che  following 
persons:     two  social  workers  co  whom  che  case  had  been  assigned  ac 
different  poio.cs.  in  cine;  che  social  worker  supervisor,  assiscanc  direccor  for 
social  services,  and  director  of  che  local  welfare  office  with  responsibility 
for  che  case;  a  regional  manager,  assiscanc  regional  manager  responsible  for  social 
services,  and  three  regional  office  staff  people  familiar  with  che  case;  an 
associace  comnissioner  of  the  Deparcnenc;  che  foscer  mochers  of  che  two  children; 
and  che  presiding  juscice  involved  with 'the  case. 

Two  individuals  who  had  worked  with  che  family,  one  as  che  social  worker  with 
a  private  agency  who  fil%d  che  initial  Care  and  Proceccion  Pecition  on  che 
children  and  che  ocher  as  a  Deparcnenc  social  worker,  no  longer  reside  in  che 
Commonwealth.     Although  they  could  not  be  reached,   their  case  records  were  available 
co  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  also  was  in  concacc  with  two  attorneys,    a  social  worker,  a 
physician  and  police  officer  involved  with  che  case,  and  six  public  and  private- 
agencies  and  institutions.     The  Commission  furcher  reviewed  extensive  case  records, 
percinenc  documentation  and  policies  and  procedures  of  che  Deparcnenc.     In  ics 
examination  of  che  case  che  Commission  soughc  co  pinpoinc  che  cricical  points  of 
decision-making  and  co  evaluate  che  decisions,  responses r  and  judgments  of  che 
parcicipants  in  light  of  sound  social  work  practice  and  Department  policy  and 
procedure.     Finally,   che  Commission  has  made  an  efforc  co  keep  in  mind  what  infor- 
mation cue  participants  had  available  co  them  and  the  difficulties  inherent  to 
protective  services  casework,  and  to  avoid  the  comparative  ease  of  decision-making 
with  the  advantage  of  hindsight. 
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de Commission  has  sought  in  this  report:  co  make  available  to  the  reader 
cha  information  and  perceptions  of  involved  individuals  from  which  the 
Commission  has  drawn;  its  conclusions ,   in  order  to  allow  the  reader,  to  come  co 
his  or  her  own,  perhaps  different,  conclusions.     When,  because  information  was 
contradictory  or  unavailable,   the  Commission  was  unable  co  draw  a  satisfactory 
conclusion  as  to  what  happened,   the  Commission  has  simply  presented  the  available 
information. 

In  anticipation  that  this  report  night  be  made  public,  personal  identifying 
information  has  been  deleted  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  law. 
Individuals  are  identified  by  job  function  or  relationship  co  Che  children  who  are 
the  subjects  of  this  'report. 


There  are  three  tragedies  in  this  case.     The  first  is  that  is  happened. 
Ihe  second  is  that  it  was  preventable.     The  third  is  that  siaiilar  cases  will 
occur  until  the  three  branches  of  government  aiake  :najor,  politically-difficult 
changes  for  which  they  have  heretofore  shown  no  inclination  . 
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Ma  carnal  Grandmother  vas  born  on  March  14,  1922  in  New  3edford,  Massa- 
chusetts.    She  vas  che  only  daughcar  of  a  nan  who  described  himself  as  che 
black,  sheep  of  his  family  and  a  oocher  who  described  herself  as  coning  from 
a  good  family.    Her  mother  found  her  CO-  be  a  "very  difficult  child  co  handle." 
She  was  thought  to  be  retarded  by  her  nother  who  described  her  as  "spoiled" 
and  "stubborn."    She  graduated  from  New  3edford  Vocational  High  School  in  1941. 
She  aarried  sometime  afcer  chis ,  giving  birth  co  chrae  children.     She  was 
divorced  in  1951  and  her  husband  was  awarded  custody  of  che  children. 

Maternal  Grandfacher  was  bom  on  May  10,  1912  in  New  York  City.  He 
was  che  only  child  of  a  couple  which  separacad  when  he  was  seven  years  old. 
He  lived  wich  his  nocher  until  she  died  in  1930.     He  held  a  variecy  of  jobs. 
Scaetine  becveen  1944  and  1945,  he  narried  a  woman  wich  whom  he  lived  for  only 
a  few  weeks  before  she  iefc  and  went  to  California.     He  had  an  axtansive  court 
record  and  was  incarcerated  on  several  occasions. 

At  seme  uncertain  date,  perhaps  around  1950,  Maternal  Grandmother  and 
Macemal  Grandfacher  began  living  together.  -During  che  years  of  their  cenmon- 
law  narriage,  she  gave  birch  Co  five  children:     a  girl,  born  10/1/51;  a  boy, 
born  5/1/53;  a  boy,  born  9/1/54;  Mother,  born  11/22/55;  and  a  girl,  born 
U/25/56. 

On  June  10,  1957,  Macernal  Grandfacher  was  sentenced  co  eighteen  months 
in  che  Briscol  County  House  of  Correction,  having  pleaded  guilcy  to  indecent 
assault  on  a  minor  child  and  co  being  a  lewd  and  lascivious  person.     The  minor  child 
was  his  eldesc  daughter.     The  next  day,  Macernal  Grandmocher  vcluncarily  placad 
her  five  children  wich  the  Departmenc  of  Public  Welfare  (che  Deparcmenc) .  Mocher, 
who  was  nineteen  monchs  old  ac  the  cine,  was  immediacely  hospicaiiced  for  mal- 
nucricion.     She  was  cransferred  co  a  convalescent  heme  where  she  remained  for 
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dose  co  two  months.     She  was  aoc  able  to  walk  until  she  was  cweacy-seven 

months  old.     The  record  indicates  chat  prior  eo  coming  into  care,  Mother  was 

left  in  her  crib  nose,  If  not  all,  of  the  tine. 

■  On- August.  1,  1957,  Mother  was  well  enough  to  be  placed  in  a  foster  care 

bene.     She  was  not  yet  two  years  old.     This  was  to  be  the  first  of  eleven 

foster  care  and  institutional  placements  through  which  she  would  pass  during 

the  next  fifteen  years. 

In  December  1953,  Mother  was  referred  to  the  Department ' s  Adoption 

Unit,  but  she  was  rejected  ("not  adoption  material")  in  1960  upon  psychological 

testing  suggesting  that  she  was  socially,  emotionally,  and  intellectually 

retarded.     Cn  September  20,  1960,  Mother  was  removed  from  the  foster  family 

adopting  her  younger  sister  and  placed  in  another  children's  institution,  St. 

Joseph's  Home  in  Fall  Biver. 

In  early  1962,  Mother  was  referred  for  a  psychiatric  evaluation.  The 

diagnostic  impression  stated: 

This  child  seems  to  show  many  of  the  characteristics 
of  what  has  been  described  as  being  the  result  of 
maternal  deprivation  .    .   .     The  prognosis  would  have 
to  be  guarded,,  but  at  the  same  time,  an  attempt 
should  be  made  to  give  this  child  the  benefit  of  all 
therapeutic  effort  possible. 

A  later  psychological  evaluation  concluded: 

This  is  an  exceedingly  immature  6  year  old  child  who 
displays  severe  ego  defects  in  many  areas  of  function- 
ing.    Her  thought  processes  are  labile  and  subject 
to  autistic  contamination.     Reality  testing  is  adequate 
in  isolation  but  she  lacks  integrative  capacities. 
Emotionally,  while  easily  reactive  and  excitable,  she 
is  not  able  to  relate  in  a  meaningful  way  to  others 
and  is  mostly  flat  and  withdrawn.     Although  she  is 
of  low  average  intellectual  potential  she  is  unable 
to  use  her  abilities  in  this  direction  at  this  tine. 
Her  adjustment  is  extremely  tenuous  and  she  would  be 
described  [as]  pre-psychotic. 

On  May  22,  1962,  Mother  and  three  of  her  siblings  were  placed  in  a  New 


3edford  foster  home.     But  Che  foster  mother  asked  the  Department  to  remove  Mother 
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thac  same  day,  stating  ChaC  her  "cable  manners  were  an  acrociey  and  chat  she 

didn't  vane  to  go  to  bed  and  was  cons  candy  touching  and  breaking  things."  Mother 

was  separated  from  her  brothers  and  sister  and  placed  in  another  home,  in 

Acushnet.     3y  December,  however,  New  3ediord  Foster  Mother  decided  to  take 

another  chance  with  Mother,  and  she  was  reunited  wich  her  brothers  and  sister. 

During  the  next  few  years,  Mocher  seemed  co  make,  excellent  progress  in  the 

stability  of  this  home.     In  May  1964,  a  social  worker  noted: 

In.  previous  reports  [Mother]  has  been  described  as 
[a]  semi-psychotic  child  with  a  very  bad  emotional 
problem.     [She]  has  seemed  to  overcome  the  problems 
with  tremendous  progress.    .  . 

On  March  12,  1965,  a  worker  made  this  notation: 

[Mother]  was  very  very  interested  in  explaining  what 
she  had  been  doing  chat  day  in  school  and  what  she 
was  going  co  do  the  following  day.     She  was  very 
talkative,  talked  very  freely  and  seemed  to  be  very 
.  happy  in  speaking  wich  the  worker  and  also  seemed 
very  very  frappy  in  dealing  wich  her  brothers  and 
sister. 

3ut  within  cvo  weeks  of  this  notacion,  New  Bedford  Foster  Mocher  became 
ill  and  the  children  were  removed,  to  St.  Mary's  Home,  a  children's  institution. 
They_  never  returned  to  this  foster  home.  For  Mocher,  it  was  to  have  been  her  longest, 
consistent  fester  home  placement.     This  case  record  never  again  noted  Mother  in 
a  positive  or  optimistic  way.     By  October  1966,  Mocher  was  being  described  by 
another  foster  mother  as  "a  very  cunning,  sadistic,  malicious  child." 

On  December- 12,  1966,  the  foster  mother  at  that  time  asked  chat  the 

children  be  removed  because  she  found  them  coo  difficult  to  handle.     Upon  their 

removal,  the  record  notes: 

The  children  all  had  many  questions  about  what  was 
going  to  become  of  them.  They  all  wanted  to  go  to 
a  regular  home  with  [a]  mother  and  father. 

Four  days  later,  the  record  notes: 

On  this  date  since  worker  was  not  able  to  find  a 
home  immediately  for  the  children,    [the  foster 
mother]  brought  [them]   into  the  New  3edford  Office 


■ 


• 


to  leave  Chem  so  that  we  would  bring  them  some 
place.     The  children  after  waiting  some  time 
were  brought  CO  St.  Vincent ' s  'Home  in  Tall  River 
where  they  will  remain  until  something  is  decided 
for  them. 

But  nothing  was  ever  decided,  and  Mother  remained  ac  Sc.  Vincent's  Home  for 
the  next  three  and.  one-half  years. 

The  Department's  record  provides  little  information  about  this  period, 
with  Che* exception,  of  a  notation  made  on  March  17,  1970: 

Woriter  attended  staffing  at  St.  Vincent's.  [Mother] 
was  described  as  a  pre-psychocic  fifteen  [sic]  year 
old.     [She]  acts  out  in  many  ways,  including  swearing 
at  authority  and  jumping  around. 

On  June  22,  1970,  Mother  was  removed  from  St.  Vincent's  Home  and  sent  to 
Stonegate,  a  residential  school  for  mildly  retarded  children.     She  was  fourteen 
years  old.     In  December  1972,  a  psychiatrist  at  Stonegate  placed  Mother  on  the 
following  drug  prescription: 

ICO  mg  of  Mellaril,  three  times  per  day 
25  mg.  of  Elavil,  three  times  per  day. 

These  extraordinary  dosages  continued  for  months.     In  March  1973,  her  teacher 

at  Stonegate  noted: 

[Mother]  must  be  given  a  lot  of  support,  encouragement 

and  warmth  for  her  to  respond.     She  is  highly 
~  sensitive  and  will  strongly  react  if  approached 
•  harshly.     [Mother]  can  also  be  highly  manipulative 

and  will  attempt  utilizing  this  on  adults  and  her 

peers . 

In  September  1973,  Mother  left  Stonegate  for  DARE,  Inc.,  a  small  community 
living  arrangement.     In  March  1974,  a  Department  social  worker  met  with  DARE 
staff  to  discuss  her  situation.     These  notes  were  made: 

"[Mother]  has  mere  personal  resources  than  [her  brother] 
but  appears  to  have  greater  emotional  difficulties. 
She  is'  able  to  read  and  write  and  is  more  slow  than 
retarded;  however,  she  plays  her  retardation  for  all 
it  is  worth.     She  is  very  manipulative,  and  virtually 
unmotivated.     Her  six  months  at  Somerville  DARE  has 
been  fraught  with  difficulties.     She  has  had  one  or 
.two  jobs  whioh  did  not  last  one  day.  Practically 
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every  agency  in  Somerville  has  been  involved  with 
her  co  little  avail.     She  was  nose  recently  in  a 
therapy  group,  Che  second  of  which  she  disrupted 
with  a  story  of  her  mother's  death.     She  never 
returned  to  the  group.  i 

Mother  left  DARE  in  March.     This  note  was  made  shortly  thereafter: 

[Mother's]  new  boyfriend  appears  in  his  late  30 1 s 
or  early* 40' s,  seems  slow,  has  been  narried , 
fathered  two  children,  and  separated.     [She J  has 
been  living  with  him  for  the  past  two  weeks.. 

On  April  9,  1974,  the  Department  social  worker  noted  that  Mother  night 

be  pregnant.     He  further  noted: 

[Her]  situation  is  serious.     She  is  not  able  to 
function  independently  and  she  is  even  less  able  to 
function  adequately  as  a  mother,  should  she  become 
one  in  the  near  future.     I  concur  with  [the  DAilZ 
worker's]  strong  feelings  that  she  must  receive 
continued  support  of  one  kind  or  another. 

On  April  29,  1974,  Mother  was  discharged  from  the  care  of  the  Department 

of  Public  Welfare.     The  final  note  in  the  case  record  indicates: 

[Mother]  was  discharged.    .   .    [She]  is  in  trouble 
and  has  no  one  to  turn  co  ac  this  point. 

Mother  continued  to  be  known  to  the  Department,  however,  because  she 

applied  for  and  began  receiving  public  assistance.     On  July  3,  1974,  a  Department 

social-  worker  noted: 

[Mother]  left  DARE/Somervllle  to  live  with  [her  boy- 
friend] in  his  parents'  house.     He  is  still  married 
to  his  estranged  wife  and  supports  her  and  their 
two  children  .   .   .     After  concluding  a  false  preg- 
nancy, I  have  recently  been  informed  .   .   .  that  she 
is  now- quite  pregnant.     Catholic  Charities  .   .  . 
will  be  assuming  case  responsibility  for  her  as  an 
expectant  mother. 

Mother's  boyfriend,  Father  of  the  child,  was  born  on  August  24,  1942,  in 
Worcester  Massachusetts.     At  about  the  age  of  four,  Father  went  to  the  Cancon 
Hospital  School  as  a  result  of  an  unspecified  bone  disease  in  his  leg.  He 

remained'  there  for  five  years.     During  those  years,  his  mother   (Paternal  Grand- 

j 

mother)  divorced  his  father  and  .re-married.     The  available  information  notes  that 


his  Stepfather  was  fond  of  him  but  beat  him  during  frequent  drinking  episodes. 
As  an.  adolescent,  Father  was  committed  Co  the  Department  of  Youth  Services  for 
Stealing.     At  some  later  point,  he  left  DYS  care  and  returned  hone.     He  left 
school"  in  the  eleventh  grade.    Little  else  is  known  of  Father's  early  history. 

AIT  of  the  above  information  concerning  Mother  vas  available  in  the 
Department's  record  on  her  as  a  child.     At  no  tine  during  the  subsequent  history 
of  this  case**(her eaf tar  referred  to  as  the  Family  case)  did  anyone  with  primary 
service  responsibility  ever  review  Mother's  record  as  a  child  or. use  it  in 
casevork  planning.     The  only  information  in  the  Family  case  record  concerning- 
Mother's  previous  life  came  from  Mother  herself.     The  accuracy  of  her  information 
vas  never  questioned.     In  the  Family  C3se  record,  she  said  that  she  vas  one  of 
eleven  children,   that  she  had  a  brother  who  died  of  malnutrition,  and  that  she 
vas  involved  in  a  serious  automobile  accident  when  she  vas  nine.     None  of  this 
vas  true,  but  it  came  to  be  accepted  as  her  history. 

From  July  1974  until  October  1975,  Mother  vas  seen  by  a  worker  from  the 
Catholic  Charitable  Bureau  (CC3) ,  usually  twice  a  week.     Mother  gave  birth  to 
a  sen  (Son)  on  November  3,  L974,  after  only  a  twenty-nine  week  gestation.  The 
next  day,  the  baby  was  transferred  to  the  Mass  General  Hospital  where  he  vas 
subsequentiyoperated  off-for-  CUKgestive  heart  failure.    He  returned  to  the  local 
hospital  and  vas  finally  first  discharged  to  Mother  about  a  month  and  a  half 
after  birth. 

The  hospital  staff  felt  that  the  baby  vould  be  at  high  risk  if  he  vent 
home  with  his  mother  without  support.     Arrangements  were  made  whereby  Mother 
would  be  visited  by  a  worker  from  the  Visiting  Nurses  Association  (VNA)  and  a 
worker  from  Project  Helo  (a  parenting  education  project).     The  VNA  worker  told 
a  subsequent  court  investigator  that  Mother  was  invariably  hostile  and  angry, 
not. only  at  her,  but  at  everyone  in  general.     She  reported  that  Mother  said  she 
felt  like  killing  her  son  in  January  because  she  was  tired  of  caring  for  hin.  It 


was  che  VNA  worker's  opinion  that  Mother  needed  a  aether  co  care  for  her  and 
was  incapable. of  being  a  nocher  herself.     3y  March  1975,  she  was  pregnane  wich 
a  second  child. 

The  record  indicates,  chat  Mother  requested  and  set '-up  a  tine  for  an 

abortion.     On  April  14,  1975,     the  following  entry  was  made: 

Patient  in  with  baby  -  EXTREMELY  HOSTILE,  BELLIGERENT 
•-    AND"  THREATENING  -  states  co  one  understands  her  -  no 
longer  wants  abortion  -  completely  out  of  control  - 
no  way  to  cala  her  down  .   .   .  left  in  a  rage. 

The  abortion  was  never  performed. 

During  her  involvement  with  Mother,  the  CC3  worker  became  increasingly 
concerned  about  a  series  of  injuries  to  Son.     The  Department  received  a  phone 
call  on  June  11,  1975,  from  a  private  citizen,  reporting  bruises  on  Son's  face. 
On  June  12,  1975,  the  CC3  worker  visited  and  observed  bruises.     The  worker 
immediately  referred  the  case  to  the  Inflicted  Injury  Unit  of  the  Department 
seeking  advice  as  to  whether  she  or  someone  should  initiate  court  action. 

Coincidental!*/,  another  similar  report  of  abuse  to  Son  was  filed  by 
a  Department  worker  who  was  visiting  the  Family  apartment  to  see  his  client,  a 
woman  who  was  living. with  Mother  and  Father.     For  reasons  still  unclear,  the 
Department's  Inflicted  Injury  Unit  railed  to  respond  co  the  CC3  worker  until 
late  September  1975.     This  response,   a  latter,  is  attached  co  this  report  and 
should  be  read  in  full  at  this  time.     (Attachment  A). 

Mother  gave  birth  to  her  second  child  (Daughcer)  on  September  13,  1975. 
On  or  about-  September  23,  1975,  the  VNA  worker  noted  chat  on  her  home  visit,  boch 
children  were  without  diapers  and  were  wrapped  in  rags. 

Pursuant  to  the  lecter  co  the  CC3  worker,  a  Care  and  Protection  peticion 
was  caken  out  by  CC3.     A  preliminary  hearing  was  held  in  the  District  Court  on 
October  6,  1975,  ac  which  time  Che  judge  refused  co  remove  che  children,  inscead 
recommending  thac  a  homemaker  go  into  the  house  for  one  week  wich  che  children 


) 


remaining  at  bene-     However,  Mother  called  Che  Department  and  asked  chat  the 


children  be  taken  out  of  her  hone  immediately  as  she  could  not  cake  che  pressure. 

Children  vera  placed  by  the  Department  in  separate  foster  hemes.  Shortly 

thereafter,  the  CC3  worker  was  assaulted  by  Mother  who  accused  her  of  having 

taken  her  children  away. 

,   On  December  30,  1975,  a  report  was  made  to  che  court  by  the  appointed. 

Investigator.     The  seven  page  report  concluded:  .' 

From,  ay  observations  and  che  numerous  reports ,  it  is 
obvious  that  [Son]  was  mistreated  both  physically- 
and  emotionally.     It  also  appears  that   [Mother]  is 
incapable  of  caring  for  her  two  children  at  this 
point.     I  would  strongly  urge  chat  [Mother]  seek 
treatment  for  herself  with  the  hope  of  dealing  with 
her  inadequacies.     I  strongly  recommend  that  the 
court  grant  permanent  custody  of- [Son]  and  [Daughter] 
to  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  and  that  a  three 
month  continuance  be  granted  at  which  time  progress 
can  be  assessed. 

This  last  sentence  reflects  a  confusion  as  to  the  children's  legal  status 
which  continued  for  the  duration  of  che  case.     The  court  did,  through  its 
written  order  of  January  19,  1975,  give  the  Department  permanent  custody,  but 
Chen  continued  che  case  to  a  specific  date.     Subsequent  workers  interpreted 
the  continuance  (and  the  subsequent  continuances)  as  evidence  that  only  temporary 
custody  had  been  granted.     (See  Court  Order,  Attachment  3). 

The  Department  intake  study  contained  the  following: 

Both  mother  and  father  state  that  care  of  che  children 
was  not  abusive  or  neglecting  in  any  way.  Mother 
states  that  prior  to  birth  of  [Daughter],  Son  was 
fed,  changed  and  otherwise  mothered  appropriately. 
She  firmly  feels  she  has  been  caring  for  herself, 
her  apartment,  and  children  adequately.  [Son], 
in  fact,  probably  got  too  much  attention.  She 
says  that  never  did  she  mistreat  [Son]  or  strike 
him  and  adds  that  when  she  gets  angry  she  would 
have  someone  else  care  for  [Son].     Mother  states 
having  a  problem  controlling  her  temper  but  not  to 
the  point  of  needing  counseling. 
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The  children  shall  r amain  in  foster  care  until  such 
time  that  mother  is  .prepared  to  care  for  her  children. 
Treatment  for  nother.  has  been  recommenced  ■  This 
appears  to  be  essential  if  ar.v  serious  plans  for 
reuniting  this  family  is  contemplated.  [Emphasis 
added ] . 

Adoption  has  been  discussed  as  a  probability 
depending  on  parents'  motivation  during  the  next 
several  months. 

The  court  appointed"  investigator,  a  regional  protective  services  worker, 

assigned  to  the  case.  .  He  worked  with  Mother  for  approximately  six  months. 

-i-     '  tempcac  to  obtain  a  psychiatric  evaluation  for  her  at  the  local  Mental 

Hea*cn  Clinic,  but  Mother  failed  to  shew  up  for  her  scheduled  appointment. 

Pt  ce. : ive  Worker  made  these  entries  into  the  record: 

Attempted  to  point  out  importance  of  her  continuing 
to  see  a  therapist  at  [the  Mental  Health  Clinic]  or 
someplace  else.     She  agreed  to  go;  wanting  me  to  get 
off  her  back.     This  issue  and  others  were  discussed 
and  invariably  mother  would  get  angry  and  leave  before 
Che  end  of  the  session. 

Mother  was  usually  on  time  for  these  weekly  meetings 
at  the  [local  welfare  office]  but  always  left  angry 
before  sessions  were  over.     She  could  not  discuss 
the  children y  therapy  -  counseling,  ways  in  which 
she  could  be  helped  without  getting  upset. 

^o  i  insequent  plan  was  ever  formulated  or  implemented. 

Mother  and  Father  visited  Son  in  foster  care  on  January  8,  1976.  It 

-a.-     ieir  first  contact  with  their  son  since  his  placement  three  months  earlier. 

r  :c>  c  we  Worker  noted: 

There  were  no  questions  concerning  food ,. clothing , 
schedule,  likes  or  dislikes  or  other  such  areas. 
Father  held  [Son]  once.     Mother  held  [Son]  a  little 
more  than  father.     Overall  I  would  say    not  all  that 
much  affection  displayed  toward  the  child  or  emotion, 
[sic]. 

b'..:  log  February  and  March.,  Mother  made  two  appointments  to  visit  her 
"> .    •  en.     Neither  was  kept.     Protective  Worker  noted:     "She  phoned  the  following 
-stating  she  could  not  visit  her  child  because  she  had  something  else  to  do!" 
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The  children  did  veil  in  their  is scar  home,  gaining  weight  and  progressing 
0  at  ail  levels.     The  Protective  Worker  continued  co  see  Mother  through  the  end 
of  March,  ac  which  time  the  case  vas  transf erred  to  the  local  welfare  office. 
His  transfer  summary  made  these  recommendations : 

1.  Continue  attempts  ac  casework  with  mother; 

2.  Have  regular  contact  with  foster  parents; 

3.  Maintain  contact  with  District  [Court]   .   .  . 

4.  3egin  action  for  210  petition  [court  action  to  free 
children  for  adoption],  for  both  children.  [Emphasis 
added ] . 

The  case  was  assigned  to  Social  Worker  in  Local  Office  in  April,  1976. 

Social  Worker  began  working  for  the  Department  in  1951  as  a  Junior 
Clerk.     Her  responsibilities  were  typing  and  filing.     She  had  a  diploma  from 

a  secretarial  school.     In  1953,  she  became  a  social  worker  in  Assistance  Payments  , 

i 

^    despite  having  no  social  work  experience  or  training.     In  1974,  the  Department 
implemented  "separation,"  a  plan  to  administratively  separate  Social  Services 
.  from  Assistance  Payments  within  the  Department. 

An  examination  was  given-  to  all  social  workers  and,  based  upon  the 
scores,  workers  were  permitted  to  select  either  Social.  Services  or  Assistance 
■  Payments.     3y  agreement  between  the  Department  and  the  Social  Workers  Union,  the 
examination  awarded  significant  points  for  longevity  in  the  Department.  Profes- 
sional training  and  knowledge  were  given  less  consideration.     As  a  result  of 
this  process,  many  social  workers  who  never  had  performed  chi^ld^welf are  services 
were  assigned  to  child  welfare  cases.     Social  Worker,  by  virtue  of  her  twenty- 
four  years  with  the  Department,  was  able  to  select  and  she  chose  co  leave 
Assistance  Payments  for  Social  Services.     She  cook  no  courses  on  her  own  and 
^     the  Department  provided  her  with  minimal  training  for  her   new  work.     She  told 

th?  Commission  that  child  welfare  work  did  not  appeal  to  her.     She  had  never  done 
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a  210  petition  but  said  her  supervisor  would  know  how  if  she  needed  assistance. 
^     She  does  not  have  a  driver's  license. 

Supervisor  began  working  for  the  Department  in  1945  as  a  stenographer. 
She  had  a  diploma  in  business  from  a  junior  collage.     In  IS52,  she  became  an 
Assistance  Payments  worker  and  in  1974,  during  separation,  she  elected  to  go 
. into  Social  Services  where  she  was  given  the  position  of  Social  Services 
Supervisor.     She  supervises  three  workers.     She  recalls  receiving  some  training 
from  the  Department  but  when  asked  what  she  recalled  having  learned,  she  could 
only  remember  having  seen  a  film.     Prior  to  the.  Family  case,  she  had  had  no 
court ' experience.     She  did  not  know  the  size  of  her  workers'  caseloads.  She 
could  not  recall  receiving  any  training  on  the  underlying  causes  of  abusive 
behavior  by  parents. 

Social  Worker  first  visited  Mother  on  April  27,  1976.     Among  other  things, 
she  noted: 

i 

It  is  noted  also  from  the  C.W.   [casework]  record  that 
[Mother]  has  previously-  been  seen  at  the  [Mental  Health 
Center]  but  no  longer  goes  there  and  worker  inquired 
as  to  why  this  is  so.     It  seems  that  client  no  longer 
attends  as  she  felt  her  discussions  with  the  psychia- 
trist were  not  held  in  strict  confidence.     She  states 
that  when  she  left  his  office  "everybody  else  in  the 
place  knew  of  her  problems." 

Social  Worker  requested  an  evaluation  for  Mother  from  the  Mental  Health 

Clinic  in  May  1976.     Mother  was  seen  by  a  Clinic  Social  Worker,  M.S.W.,  on  two 

occasions.     The  only  record  of  Clinic  Worker's  observations  is  contained  in  a 

letter  dated  June  3,  1977,  from  her  to  Assistant  Director  for  Social  Services 

in  the  Local  Welfare  Office.     She  wrote: 

In  May  of  1976,   [Social  Worker]  requested  an  evaluation 
of  [Mother's]  need  for  treatment  for  emotional  problems. 
I  saw  her  then  on  two  occasions  at  which  time  her  main 
concern  was  her  desire  to  regain  custody  of  her  children. 
0  She  saw  her  work  with  [Social  Worker]  as  an  effort  to 

help  her  in  that  direction.     She  did  not  see  herself  as  in 
need  of  treatment  and  had  no  interest  in  coming  for 
service.     After  discussing  this  with  [Social  Worker]  we 
agreed  that  [Social  Worker]  would  continue  her  work  with 


[Mother]  and  should  she  come  inta  crisis  or  be  in  need 
of  further  help  she  could  be  referred  beck  co  our 
clinic. 

Thus,  despite  all  the  evidence  pointing  to  Mother's  need  to  develop  mothering 
skills  and  to  leam  to  deal  vith  her  anger,  no  on-going  treatment  plan  vas 
formulated . 

Social  worker  continued  to  see  Mother  on  a  fairly  regular  basis  for  the 
next  few  months.     On.  May  6,  1976,  Father  was  sentenced  to  ten  days  in  jail  for 
non-support  of  his  former  wife  and  children.     Cn  July  12,  1976,  he  carried 
Mother.     Cn  July  26,  1976,   the  Family  case  was  back  in  court,  having  been 
continued  from  January.     The  children  were  not  represented  by  counsel  at  this 
hearing  although  counsel  had  been  appointed.     Social  worker  recommended  a 
continuance  for  six  months  to  enable  Mother  to  stabilize  her  carriage  and  to 
enable  the  worker  to  further  evaluate  the  situation.     The  children  remained  in 
their  respective  foster  homes. 

On  August  4,  1976,  Mother  visited  Daughter  in  her  foster  hoae  for  the 
first  tine  since  her  placement  ten  nonths  earlier.     Father  did  not  accompany 
her.     This  visit  also  narked  the  first  tine  Social  Worker  had  visited  the  foster 
hone,  although  she  had  had  the  case  for  almost  four  months. 

On  October  21,  1976,  Social  Worker  made  this  startling  entry  in  the 
case  record: 

[Mother]  has  matured,  in  this  worker's  judgment,  since 
being  assigned  her  case  and  if  she  continues  in  this 
stable  pattern  —  there  is  no  reason  why  her  children 
should  not  be  reunited  with  their  parents.  Tentative 
plans  are  to  visit  her  son  next  veek,   if  all  goes  well. 

At  the  time  this  entry  was  made,  Mother  and  Father  had  seen  Son  once,  in 

January,  and  Mother  had  seen  Daughter  once,  in  August.     Father  had  not  seen 

Daughter  since  her  placement  in  October  1975. 

Mother  failed  to  keep  her  appointment  to  visit  Daughter  on  October  24,  1976 

She  failed  to  keep  her  appointment  to  visit  Son  on  November  1,   1976.     She  failed 


( 

r 


t 


-13- 


to  keep  her  appointments  with  Social  Worker  until  November  13,  1975,  ac  which 

m 

point  Social  Worker  confronted  her  with  the  acssed  visits.     Mocr.er  "vent  into 

an  emotional  tirade  about  the  workings  of  the  Welfare  Department,  etc." 

Mother  and  lather  finally  visited  Daughter  on  November  23,  1975,  for 

about  an  hour.     Social  Worker  was  not  present.     She  saw  Mother  later  in  the 

week  and  made  this,  note  of  the  sessicar 

[Mother]  was  also  very  anxious  today  to  know  whether 
or  not  she  might  possibly  get  her  children  back. 
Worker  made  no  rash  promises,  but  told  her  that  if 
her  lifestyle  continues  ir.  an  orderly  and  stable 
pattern,  it  night  be  possible.     We  shall  see!  '. 

On  December  20,  197  6,  Mother  (but  not  rather)  visited  Son  in  his  foster 
hone.     It  was  the  first  time  she  had  seen  him  in  over  eleven  nonths.     The  record 
states  that  Mother  stayed  for  about  an  hour.     It  notes  further  that  "[She] 
appeared  to  be  very  auch  impressed  with  her  son  although  she  thought  he  was 
^     'fresh'  as  she  phrased  it." 

A  case  conference  was  held  in  late  November  or  early  December  with  Social 
Worker,  Supervisor  and  a  protective  service  worker  familiar  with  the  case. 
This  protective  service  worker  suggested  that  Mother  and  Father  be  referred  to 
seme  type  of  counseling  in  child  growth  and  development.     Supervisor  suggested 
Project  Helo.     Social  Worker  contacted  the  Project's  coordinator,  who  asked  her 
to  get  back  to  him  if  and  when  the  children  were  returned  to  their  parents. 

On  January  24,  1977,  the  Family  case  was  back  in  the  district  court,  having 
been  continued  from  July  1976.     In  her  report  to  the  court,  Social  Worker 
recommended  that  Mother  be  allowed  to  take  her  children  on  alternate  weekends 
to  her  own  home  for  overnight  visits  (one  child  each  weekend) .     The  basis  for 
this  recommendation  was  that  Mother  and  Father  had  noved  into  their  own  apartment, 
f       that  Father  was  working  steadily,  that  they  had  started  a  savings  account,  that 
Mother  had 'been  cooperative  with  Social  Worker  and  that  the  visits  with  the 
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children  had  gone  well.     The  report  did  not  specify  Che  number  of  visits  nor 
the  fact  that  visits  had  been  missed  without  explanation.     This  recommendation 
was  made  despite  the  fact  that,  in  the  fourteen  months  since  the  original  placement, 
Mother  had  seen  her  children  only  twice  and  lather  had  seen  them  only  once.  The 
court  was  not  informed  that  Mother  was  receiving  no  on-going  therapy.     The  children 
were  cot  represented  by  counsel.  '  The  court  continued  the  case  until  July  13,  1977. 

On.  January  23,  1977,  Son  had  his  first  weekend  visit.     Daughter  visited 
the  weekend  of  February  4,  1977.     Son  visited  again  on  February  11,  1977. 
Daughter  again  for  the  weekend  of  February  13,  1977.     Social  Worker  reported 
no  problems. 

As  previously  noted,  Son  had  been  bora  prematurely,  weighing  only  three 
pounds,  three  ounces  at  birth.     He  had  developed  respiratory  problems  and  been 
operated  on  for  congestive  heart  failure.     He  had  recovered  without  difficulty. 
However,  he  had  to  be  hospitalized  on  seven  separate  occasions  for  pneumonia  over 
the  text  few  years.     In  early  March,  Mother  took  Son  for  a  weekend  and  failed 
to  give  him  the  antibiotics  Son's  foster  mother  had  sent  along.     Mother  explained 
to  Social  Worker  that  Son  would,  not  take  the "medicine  and  she  didn't  wish  to 
force  the  issue.     Son  had  to  be  hospitalized  later  in  the  week.     Social  Worker 
postponed  his  next  visit  to  Mother  until  he  had  fully  recovered- 

On  March  13,  1977,  Mother  took  Son  for  a  weekend  visit.  She  told  Sen's 
foster  mother  that  Social  Worker  had  given  her  permission  to  keep  Son  until 
Tuesday.  In  fact,  Social  Worker  had  only  authorized  a  visit  until  Monday,  and 
then  only  if  Son  was  feeling  well  and  with  the  foster  mother's  permission.  On 
March  22,  1977,  roster  Mother  called  Social  Worker  advising  her  that  Son  had 
been  returned  with  signs  of  abuse.  Social  Worker  visited  foster  home  at  11:00 
a.m.     She  reported: 
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[Foster  Mother]  removed  [Son's]  pampers  to  reveal 
bruises  (really  severe  ones)  on  his  buttocks. 

The  injury  was  not  done  by  hand,  but  the  pediatrician 
is  no t  able  to  determine  at  this  point  what  instrument 
was  utilized. 

Che  pediatrician  Bade  these  additional  findings: 

I  examined  [Son]   this  afternoon  in  ny  office  and 
found  severe  bruising  of  the  buttocks,  covering 
the  entire  posterior  area.     There  is  slight  edema 
with  narked  ecchytaosis  [black  and  blue  bruising] 
and  discolor acion  of  a  yellowish-green  and  slightly 
bluish  nature. 

There  is  diffuse  spotty  erethema  [reddening]  with 
swelling  nostly  on  the  outer  aspect  of  the  upper 
arm,  with  lesser  degree  on  the  inner  aspect  of  the 
upper  arm.     There  is  also  erethema  of  a  spotty  nature 
on  the  right  side  of  the  face. 

The  patient  was  examined  by  me  on  March  17,  1977  and 
had  no  evidence  of  this  at  that  tine. 

Mother's  explanation  for  the  abuse  was  that  Son  had  overturned  a  bowl  of 

Spagharti-0 ' s  on  a  newly  shampooed  rug.     She  further  blamed  "ester  Mother  for 

spoiling  Son.     Social  worker  suspended  all  future  visits  and  referred  Mother 

back,  to  the  Mental  Health  Clinic.     The  Clinic  Worker  again  saw  Mother  and  nade 

this  report  to  the  Assistant  Director  for  Social  Services  (Assistant  Director) 

in   Local  Of  lice  in  a  letter  dated  June  3,  1977: 

I  saw  [Mother]  again  in  April  of  this  year  following 
an  incident  where  she  allegedly  abused  her  son  while 
he  was  in  her  care  for  the  weekend.  At  this  tine 
[Social  Worker]  requested  an  evaluation  for  [Mother's] 
need  for  psychiatric  treatment.  As  before,  [Mother] 
.  considered  her  nain  problem  to  be  her  wish  to  regain 
custody  of  her  children. 

[Mother]  is  a  friendly,  immature  young  woman  whose 
behavior  suggests  some  mild  or  borderline  retardation. 
Psychological  testing  done  in  1974  showed  her  to  be  in 
the  dull-normal  range  of  intelligence.     Her  immaturity 
could  be  accounted  for  by  her  emotional  deprivation 
and  the  effects  of  institutionalization  during  her 
early  life.     She  has  very  labile  affect,  quickly  moving 
from  a  happy,   somewhat  giddy  mood  to  one  of  anger  or 
sadness.     She  has  experienced  enormous  deprivation 
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aad  the  anger  and  depression  associated  with  this  is 
easily  aroused.     At  tines  she  seers  flooded  by  her 
feelings.     Her  ability  to  tolerate  or  bear  depression 
is  limited  and  she  has  a  tendency  to  act  cut  the 
tension  aroused  by  these  feelings.     Her  judgment  in 
general  is  not  good.     She  has  no  Insighc  into  the 
source  of  her  difficulties  and  blames  exremai 
agencies  and  people  for  the  loss  of  her  children. 

At  the  tine-  of  ay  last  interview  with  [Mother]  ,  she 
had  no  vegetative  signs  of  depression  although  she 
has  a  history  of  becoming  agitated  and  sleepless 
vhen  upset  and  depressed.^  She  was  not  suicidal  and 
had  no  apparent  thought  disorder. 

[Mother]  has  a  very  poignant  longing  to  care  for  her 
children.     Her  separation  from  then  reminds  her  of  her 
own  early  life.     I  expect  that  a  dependent  child  could 
also  stir  up  the  rage,  as  well  as  the  longing,  associate 
with  her  past  experience.     She  has  a  very  concrete 
notion  that  she  should  not  hurt  her  children.     I  do 
not  know  her  well  enough  to  know  if  her  control  can  be 
maintained  when  she  is  under  stress  or  to  what  extent 
she  can  tolerate  frustration. 

[Mother]  has  described  to  me  a  .somewhat  teasing 
behavior  with  her  children  as  well  as  an  obvious 
pleasure  in  being  able  to  indulge  them.     She  has,  in 
addition,  told  ae  of  some  sadistic  behavior  carried 
out  a  few  years  ago  toward  her  younger  retarded 
brother.     She  reported  tieing  him  up  with  the  help 
of  a  friend  and  shaving  his  head  because  he  had 
angered  her  in  some  way. 

As  I  have  indicated,   [Mother]   is  influenced  by  many 
emotional  handicaps  which  need  to  be  considered  in 
assessing  her  ability  to  care  for  her  children.  In 
themselves,  however,  they  are  not  sufficient  to  make 
a  good  recommendation.     Other  factors  which  need  co  be 
weighed  are  the  exact  nature  of  the  alleged  abuse  about 
which  I  have  no  knowledge,  and  the  circumstances  under 
which  they  occurred.     In  addition,  it  would  be  important 
to  know  what  supports  there  are  in  her  relationships 
with  other  people.     She  has  indicated  to  me  that  her 
husband  and  mother-in-law  are  anxious  for  her  to  have 
her  children. 


The  person  most  able  to  judge  [Mother's]  strengths 
would  be  [Social  Worker]  with  whom  [Mother]  has  a 
good  working  relationship.     [Social  Worker's]  observa- 
tions of  [Mother's]  care  of  her  children  and  her 
opinion  about  her  ability  to  use  support  would  be 
very  critical. 
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Thera  ara  several  agendas  which  could  be  engaged  to 
provide  seme  supervision  group  support  and  education 
to  [Mother ] ,  her  husband  and  children.     I  have  in  nind 
such  agencies  as  Pro jeer  Helo,  The  Mothers  Group  .  .  . 
ZMOC  (services  for  children  at  risk)  and  "he  .   .   .  Pre- 
school Unit . 

Whatever  decision  is  nana  I  think  it  will  be  irrpcrtant 
to  preserve  [Social  Worker's]  crucial  relationship  with 
[Mother]  and-  to  insure  that:  [Mother]  does  not  feel  that 
the  decision:  about  her  children  is  in  [Social  worker* si 
hands ,  ■ 

This    letter  was  not  received  by  the  Local  Office  until  after  June  3,  1977. 

Ou  April  9,  1977,  Social  Worker  and  Supervisor  gave  remission  for  Mother 
to  take  Daughter  overnight.     On  May  1,  1977,  Mother  and  Father  stopped  by  the 
foster  hose  to  see  Son,  but  "he  roster  Parents  were  not  home.     Foster  Parents' 
neighbor  did  see  Mother  and  Father  and  said  Father  appeared  drunk.    On  May  3, 
1977,  Clinic  Worker  reported  to  Social  Worker  that  Mother  did  not  want  to  be 
seen  at  the  clinic  voluntarily. 

On  May  13,  1977,  Son's  Foster  Mother  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Assistant 

Regional  Administrator  for  Social  Services  (ARM) .     The  letter  (Attachment  C)  ■■ 

should  be  read  at  this  tine.     ARM  noted  at  the  cop  of  the  letter: 

[Child  Welfare  Supervisor  One]  —  If  this  story  is 
"correct  I  find  it  [?]  incredible.     Kindly  call  for 
a  review  with  Somerville. 

Child  Welfare  Supervisor  One  (CWS  One)  has  a  degree  in  Social  Work  from 

a  university  in  the  Boston  area  where  she  graduated  in  1939.     She  has  worked  in 

family  services  for  about  forty  years,  the  past  eight  of  which    have  been  with 

the  Department.     She  has  had  no  personal  experience  with  210  petitions  or  with 

the  handling  of  child  abuse  cases. 

CWS  One  reported  back  to  ARM  on  May  17,  1977,  with  a  half-page  memorandum, 

a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  this  report  (Attachment  D) .     ARM  told  the  Commission 

he  nad  no  confidence  in  CWS  One's  review  and  asked  Child  Welfare  Supervisor  Two 

(CWS  Two)  for  a  second  opinion. 


CVS  Tvo  has  boch  a  Master  of  Social  Work  (MSW)  and  a  Law  degree  (J.D.)« 
He  has  substantial  experience  with  210  petitions  and  with  care  and  protection 
petitions.     He  considers  himself  an  expert  in  boch  areas.     CWS  Tvo  reviewed 
the  case  record,  which  CVS  One  had  not,  spoke  with  Local  Supervisor  and  Son's 
Foster  Mother  and  in  his  own  words  was  "horrified  at  what  he  saw."    He  racommende 
char  the  children,  not  go  home  and  that  210  petitions  be  initiated..     He  made  an 
oral  report  to  ARM  and  believes  that  .ARM  was  in  accord  with  his  judgment.  No 
written  report  was  made. 

Assistant  Director  for  Social  Services  ia  the  Local  Office  began  working 
for  the  Department  in  1964  as  a  caseworker  in  Assistance  Payments.     She  has  a 
3. A.  degree  in  sociology  from  a  college  in  the  area.     She  received  some  training 
when  she  entered  the  Department  and jiater  cook  courses  in  casework  and  super- 
vision at- Boston  University.     She  also  recalls  having  actended  several  workshops 
for  supervisors  in  1969.     For  a  few  years,  she  served  as  director  of  a  small 
Welfare  Service  Office  south  of  Boston.     At  separation,  she  elecced  to  go  into 
Social  Services .     Assistant  Director  has  filed  care  and  protection  petitions 
but  has  not  had  extensive  court  experience.     She  says  she  feels  comfortable 
with  child  welfare  cases.     In  her  current  position,  Assistant  Director  super- 
vises  three  social  services  supervisors ,  including  Local  Supervisor.     It  was 
Assistant  Director  who  originally  assigned  the  Family  case  to  Social  Worker. 

On  May  23,  1977,  Social  Worker,  Local  Supervisor,  and  Assistant  Director 
discussed  Mocher  and  Father's  visitation  plans.     They  agreed  co  allow  Mother  and 
Father  to  take  both  children  over  Memorial  Day  Weekend.     However,  on  May  26, 
1977,  ARM  directed  that  Son  was  co  be  visited  in  his  foster  home  only.     He  also 
directed  no  heme  visits  for  Daughter,  although  he  changed  his  mind  later  chat 
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afternoon.     Social  Worker  noced  in  the  C3se  record  chat  as  a  resulc  of  che 
regional  office  involvement: 


c 
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Worker  feels  her  inc  egricy  is  at  stake,  any  positive 
casework  efforts  have  been  underlined;  ay  professional 
judgment  and  chat  of  ay  supervisor  has  been  questioned;    .    .  . 

During  the  next  few  weeks,  there  were  a  series  of  aeetings  about  che 

Family  case  between  the  Regional  Office  staff  and  the  Local  Office  staff  at  che 

Regional  Office.     There  is  confusion  among  che  participants  as  to  the  number 

and.  dates  of  these  aeetings.     CVS  One  remembers  a  meeting  probably  in  early 

June,  which  she  attended,  wich  ARM,  Social  worker,  Local  Supervisor,  Assistant 

Director  and  perhaps  CWS  Two.     CVS  Two  remembers  only  a  aeecing  wich  ARM, 

Social  Worker,  and  Assiscanc  Director.     CVS  One  and  CVS  Two  described  the  subs  cane 

of  the  meecing  similarly:     The  Local  Office  staff  was  defensive;  ARM  felt  che 

children  should  no c  go  home.     CVS  Two  remembers  che  aeecing  concluding  wich 

a  decision  chat  there  would  be  no  overnight  visics  for  Son  and  chac  Son  was 

not  to  be  returned  co  his  parents  at  the  court  continuance  dace  (July  18,  1977). 

ARM's  recollection  of  this  aeeting  was  that  Social  Worker,  Local  Supervisor  and 

Assistant  Director  had  violent  reactions  to  his  incervencion  and  wanted  to  know 

what  authority  the  Regional  Office  had  over  chea.     ARM  cold  che  Commission  chat 

he  told  che  Local  Office  workers  he  had  che  authority  according  Co  a  memorandum 

from  a  former  Department  Commissioner  which  ARM  says  gave  Associate  Regional 

Supervisors  for  Social  Services  direct  line  auchoricy  over  che  Assiscanc  Directors 

for  Social  Services  in  the  local  offices.     The  Commission  reviewed  che  memorandum 

which  it  believes  to  be  che  one  referred  to  by  ARM,  but  found  no  basis  for  ARM's 

interpretation.     Nevertheless,  every  witness  who  appeared  before  che  Commission 

agreed  thac  during  this  time  (June  1977)   there  was  no  clear  understanding  of  what 

the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  the  regional  offices  were  vis  a  vis  the  local 

offices. 

ARM  recalls  asking  Social  Worker  what  criteria  she  would  use  to  go  for  a 
210,  to  which  Social  Worker  replied,  "If  a  mother  loves  her  child,  the  child 
should  always  be  returned  home.'1    ARM  told  the  Commission  that  in  his  view,  Social 
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Worker  was  trying  co  mo Cher  Mo  char;  that  Social  Worker's  view  of  the  case  was 
simplistic;  and  chat  Social  Worker  was  using  the  case  co  meet  her  own  personal 
needs . 

There  are  no  written  noces  of  the  discussions  or  conclusions  of  this 
meeting  or  other  meetings  which  nay  have  taken  place  around  this  cine. 

Regional  Supervisor  began  working  for  the  Department  in  1969.     She  has 
a  Master  of  Social  Work  degree  from  a  university  in  che  3oston  area  where  she 
specialized  in  casework.     She  cold  the  Commission  chac  che  Department  provided 
her  with  no  training  in  protective  services.     Regional  Supervisor  has  been  in- 
volved with  210  petitions  both  as  a  caseworker  and  as  a  supervisor.     She  had 
carried  protective  service  cases.     She  is  currently  a  Supervisor  in  che  Prccective 
Services  Unit  in  che  Regional  Office.     She  has  held  che  posicion  for  cwo  years 
and  is  responsible  for  part  of  che  Region  which  does  not  include  che  Local  Office. 
As  a  supervisor,  she  does  cot  carry  individual  cases. 

In  lata  June,  1977,  ARM  assigned  Regional  Supervisor  co  review  che  case. 
He  cold  Regicnal  Supervisor  he  already  had  contradictory  recommendations  from 
CWS  One  and  CWS  Two  and  needed  a  third  opinion.     Regional  Supervisor  cold  che 
Commission  she  expressed  reluctance,  since  CWS  One  was  her  supervisor  and  ARM  had 
asked  chac  Regional  Supervisor  noc  mention  her  review  co  CWS  One.  Regional 
Supervisor  objected  chac  this  would  place  her  in  an  uncomfortable  position  and 
she  informed  CWS  One  of  ARM's  requests.     Regicnal  Supervisor  reviewed  the  case 
record.     She  told  the  Commission  that  her  impressions  were  that  (1)  Mother  was 
projecting  her  responsibilities  onto  others  and  was  resisting  any  on-going  treat- 
ment;   (2)  Mother  was  not  assuming  responsibility  for  her  own  life  and  that  Social 
Worker  was  missing  the  point;    (3)  Mocher  would  react  with  anger  when  confronted 
with  issues;   and  (4)   the  plan  to  reunice  the  children  with  Mother  and  rather 
was  based  on  a  very  small  number  of  visits.     ARM  asked  Regional  Supervisor 
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co  discuss  her  views  wich  the  Local  Office  staff  Co  report  back  co  aim.  On 
July  11,  1977,  Regional  Supervisor  net  in  che  Local  Office  wich  Assistant 
Director,  LocaX  Supervisor,   Social  worker,  and  the  Director  of  che  Local  Office. 
Regional  Supervisor  cold  che  Commission  that  it  was  her  understanding  chat  ARM'S 
decision  on  the  case  would  depend  on  che  outcome  of  chis  neeting.  Regional 
Supervisor  remembers  (and  other  participants  concur)   chat  she  was  quite  an-, 
comfortable  throughout  the  neeting  because  her  role  was  unclear.     She  described 
her'  function  as  a  consultant,  sharing  her  impressions  and  concerns.  Regional 
Supervisor  recalls  that  che  Local  Office  staff  was  angry  about  che  intrusion  of 
Regional  Staff.     Regional  Supervisor  told  che  Commission  that  during  chis  meacing 
she  cold  the  Local  Office  staff  chat  she  was  concerned  wich  (1)   che  risk  co  Son; 
(2)   chat  Son  should  not  be  returned  home  permanently  in  cwo  weeks  (when  case  would 
be  back. in  court) ;  and  (3)   that  there  should  be  no  overnight  visits  for  Son  unci! 
Mocher  had  a  "honeymoon"  period  wich  Daughter,  who  ic  was  agreed  could  go  heme. 
She  believed  Social  Worker  saw  her  as  "another  person  against  [Mother],"  and  chat 
Assistant  Director  was  crying  to  understand,  but  did  not  agree  co  everything  she 
said.     The  Local  Office  scaff  presenced  Regional  Supervisor  wich  che  posicive  case 
work  developments:     Mother  and  Father's  carriage,  Father's  employment,  and  che 
presence  of  Pacemai  Grandmother  (who  lived  in  che  same  community)  as  a  supportive 
influence.     Regional  Supervisor  did  not  know  chat  no  one  from  che  Local  Office  had 
the  Pacemai  Grandmother,  except  for  a  single,  casual  encouncer  by  Social  Worker. 
Regional  Supervisor  cold  the  Commission  thac  she  believed  Social  Worker  did  noc 
like  Son's  Foscer  Mother,  whom  Social  Worker  believed  had  "spoiled"  Son.     Ic  was 
Regional  Supervisor's  belief  chat  che  Locai  Office  workers  were  "in  over  their 
heads."    There  were,  however,  confliccing  reports  of  chis  neecing.     Direccor  of 
Local  Office  cold  che  Commission  chac  in  her  view  Regional  Supervisor  had  con- 
curred wich  che  Local  Office's  handling  of  che  case.     Social  Worker  cold  che 
Commission  chac  Regional  Supervisor  never  said  she  didn'c  think  Son  should  go  heme 


On  July  13,  1977,  Social  worker  made  this  entry  into  che  case  record: 


[Mother  and  Father]  were  very  happy  when  worker  brought  _  them, 
up  co  dace  on  the  results-  of  the  case  conference  held  on 
Monday,  July  Llch,  in  this  office  relative  to  the  return  of 
Che  children.     ^Regional  Supervisor]  concurred  vith  the  plan 
(proposed  by  [Assiscanc  Director]  and  agreed  to  by  [Local 
Supervisor]  and  this  worker)   to  return  (Daughter]  as  of 
July  ISch  co  the  physical  cuscody  of  her  parents  and  on 
July  Use  to  resume  overnight  visits  for  [Son].     The  over- 
nighc- or  weekend  visits  are  to  continue  until  such  tine  as 
Chis  office  deems  che  home  situation  co  be  stable  enough  ./** 
for  [Son],  co  be  returned  on  a  permanent  basis.     Hopefully,  ..  ^ 
chis  will  be  in  a  few  weeks .     [Mother]  was  apprehensive 
abouc  a  courc  continuance  being  requested  but  worker  tried 
Co  allay  her  fears  by  explaining  that  these  visits  overnighc 
are  jusc  Co  be  absolutely  certain  thac  there  will  noc  be  a 
repecicion  of  che  "spanking  incident."     [Mother]  promised 
chac  ic  would  noc  happen  again  —  thac  she  loves  both  her 
children  equally  as  does  [rather]. 

Regional  Supervisor  told  the  Commission  she  disagreed  with  the  Local  Office 
plan,  concrary  to  whac  the  Local  Office  record  states. 

On  July  12,  Regional  Supervisor  reported  back  to  ARM  on  the  meeting.     ARM  said 
he  wanted  her  to  assume  casework  responsibility.     She  objected  because  as  a  super- 
visor, she  did  aoc  normally  carry  cases  and  because  the  Local  Office  was  not  within 
che  geographic  area  for  which  she  was  responsible.     ARM  then  decided  to  assign  the  case 
co  one  of  her  workers.     ARM  cold  the  Commission  he  felt  none  of  the  Local  Office  people 
understood  the  case,  particularly  Social  Worker  and  Local  Supervisor. 

Sometime  around  this  time,  Social  Worker  called  Son's  Foster  Mother  to 
announce  chat  Son  would  be  going  on  an  overnighc  visit  on  July  20th.  Son's 
Foscer  Mother  immediately  contacted  CWS  Two  to  protest.     He  became  very  angry 
thac  che  Local  Office  was  initiating  visits  and  informed  ARM.     ARM  apparently 
contacted  Assistant  Director  by  phone,  and  during  this  conversation,    according  to 
ARM ,  she  threatened  to  resign.     It  is  unclear  if  this  threat  was  the  result  of  ARM '  s 
plan  to  remove  the  case  from  the  Local  Office  or  the  result  of  the  questioning  of  che 
visitation  plan  by  CWS  Two  and  Son's  Foster  Mother.     In  any  event,  ARM  told  Assistant 
Director  to  come  to  his  office  for  a  meeting  on  July  13,  19  77.     At  this  meeting, 


attended  by  ARM,  Assistant  Director  and  Regional  Supervisor,  ARM  says  he  agreed  to 
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a  compromise:     Local  Office  would  continue  to  handle  Che  case  with  consultation 
from  Regional  Supervisor,  but  she  would  not  cake  over  direct  supervision .  ARM 
ordered  that  any  impasse  should  be  brought  to  his  attention.     3ut  ASM  also  "old 
the  Commission  that  he  did  not  expect  Regional  Supervisor  co  initiate  contact  wich 
the  Local  Office  workers,  rather  that  they  would  call  her  if  "hey  needed  her 
assistance.     Regional  Supervisor 1 s  perspective  an  this  meeting  was  that  ARM,  while 
still  agreeing  with  her  concerns  that  Son  was  being  returned  for  overnight  visits 
too  quickly,  nevertheless  backed  down.     She  left  the  meeting  expecting  on-going 
contact  from  the  Local  Office.     She  felt  she  had  no  veto  power  over  plans  in  the 
case.     She  saw  her  role  as  an  advisor  to  ARM  on  any  new  developments  in  the  case. 
Nothing  was  put  in  writing. 

Also  on  July  13,  1977,  the  Family  case  vas  back  in  Che  district  court. 
Social  Worker  wrote  a  two-page  progress  report  for  the  judge  which  said,  among 
other  things: 

During  the  past  six  months,    [Mother]  has  been  very  cooperative 
in  keeping  her  weekly-scheduled  meetings  vich  worker  and  with 
her  appointments  at  [the  Mental  Health  clinic]. 

Since  January  her  two  children  have  been  going  on  heme  visits 
on  alternate  weekends  -  first  [Son]  and  the  following  weekend 
-  [Daughter].     There  has  been  a  hiatus  in  the  weekend  visits 
home  for  [Son]  during  the  past  two  nonchs  due  to  an  episode 
when  [Mother]  spanked  her  son  for  a  minor  offense.  However, 
she  has  been  allowed  co  continue  visiting  him  in  che  foster 
home  and  she  and  the  child's  father  have  been  doing  so  on  a 
weekly  basis. 

Despite  the  incident  cited  above,  in  this  worker's  judgment, 
[Mother]  has  quite  nociceably  developed  her  mochering  skills 
and  when  the  children  have  visited  in  their  parents1  home, 
they  have  been  observed  to  be  clean,  neat,  well  dressed  and 
given  adequace  well-blanced  meals.     The  inter-accion  of 
•  parents  and  children  is  chat  of  loving  and  caring. 

It  has  been  suggested  co  clienc  chat  if  and  when  che  children 
are  recurned  heme,  and  client  feels  the  need  for  supportive 
services,   a  homamaker  could  be  provided  a  few  hours  a  day  or 
an  aide  from  "Rrojecc  Helo."     [Mocher]  is  noc  amenable  co  chis 
suggestion  and  feels  very  scrcngly  chac  she  is  physically  and 
emocionaily  capable  of  caring  for  her  own  children. 


Indeed,   chis  worker  also  feels  chac   [Mocher]  has  grown  emotionally 
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raature  enough  to  provide  the  nurturing  the  chXldrsa  rwmir* 
as  good  as  or  better:  than  chat  whicir  they  receive  ia  foscer- 
homes . 

Other  positive  factors  are  [her]  close  relationship  with  her 
mother-in-law  who  has  been  very  supportive  to  [her]  in  helping 
and  offering  suggestions  relative  to  care  of  the  children  and 
the  close  ties  she  maintains  with  her  own  former  foster-mother 
who  lives  in  ...  . 

Ia.  view  or  ther foregoing,  worker  respectfully  recommends  chat 
physical  custody  of  child,   [Daughter!,  be  returned  co  her 
parents  at  once  and  chat  overnight  visits  of  cheir  son  be 
resumed,  on  a  gradual  basis  co  enable  [Mother]  to  better  cope 
with  both  children.     Said  overnight  visits  co  begin  on  July  21, 
1977  and  co  be  increased  co  weekends  if  visits  work  cue  well, 
with  che  ultimate  plan  of  also  recuming  physical  custody  of 
[ Son ]  co  his  parencs.  All  visits  are  co  be  carefully  monitored 
■  by  this  worker. 

The  children  were  not  represented  by  counsel  at  this  hearing.  . 

While  the  first  paragraph  of  Social  Worker's  report  suggests  some  on-going 
involvement  by  [Mother]  with  che  local  Mental  Health  clinic,  this  was  in  face  not 
■the  case,  as  Clinic  Worker's  previously  ciced  leccer  indicates.  The  court  agreed 
and  che  case  was  continued  'until  October  31,  19  77. 

Son's  roster  Mother  became  very  disturbed  upon  learning  chat  Son  was  co 

resume  overnight  visits.     She  told  the  Commission  chat  she  had  asked  co  accend  che 

July  court  hearing  but  was  cold  by  Social  Worker  that  she  would  noc  be  pemicted  co 

speak.     Cn  July  29,  19  77,  Social  Worker  made  chis  nccacicn: 

It  seems  chac  still  another  worker  has  found  it  necessary 
to  become  involved  in  chis  case  -  allegedly  one  [social 
worker  in  a  differenc  local  office]  who  has  a  couple  of 
children  in  [Son's]  foscer  hone  and  apparently  [Son's 
Foster  Mother]  has  been  "crying  on  his  shoulder"  also, 
and  he  has  been  in  couch  with  ASM' s  office  on  behalf  of 
[Son's  Foscer  Mother]  -  what  next?     The  word  is  Co 
"proceed  with  caucion"  as  if  we  had  been  doing  otherwise!! 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  worker  finds  it  well-nigh 
impossible  to  continue  to  work  with  this  case  under 
these  conditions.     Any  progress  this  worker  has  made 
in  the  accempt  to  reunite  this  child  with  his  parents 
is   almost    certain  to  be  sabotaged  and  we  shall  have 
come  full  circle.     Worker  is  therefore  requesting  that 
case  be  re-assigned. 
Letter  submitted. 

Case  turned  over  to  Supervisor. 
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Social  Worker  cold  the  Commission  that  she  suggested  the  case  be  turned 
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over  to  an  experienced  worker.    This  did  not  happen.     Instead,   the  case  was  briefly 
cransf erred  to  the  Welfare  Office  in  the  community  to  which  the  Family  had  moved, 
bur  was  sent  back-  to  the  Local  Office  when  the  Family  moved  back  again  a  short 
time  later.     At.  the  end  of  august,  Che  case  was  picked  up  by  Assistant  Director. 
This  was  highly  unusual,,  since  she  was  in  administration  and  never  carried  cases. 
She  told  the  Ocmmissicn  she  did  not  read  the  case  record  when  she  assumed  respon- 
sibility for  the  case. 

On  September  2,  1977,  Assistant  Director  nade  a  visit  co  the  Family's 
apartment.     She  observed  a  healing  bruise  on    Daughter's     face  which  in  her 
notes  she  described  as  a  "fingerprint  for  which  [Mother]  acknowledged 'responsibility ." 
She  discussed  this  bruise  with  Regional  Supervisor  several  days  later,  but  still 
pushed  for    Son     to  have  an  extended  heme  visit.     Assistant  Director  told  the 
Commission  that  she  viewed  the  bruise  as  an  isolated  incident.     The  case  record 
indicates  that  ARM  approved  the  extended  visit  with  twice-weekly  visits  by  the 
worker  for  the  first  month.     He  told  the  Commission  that  he  never  knew  Assistant 
Director  Was  handling  the  case -herself .  He  doesn't  recall  being  informed  of  the 
bruise  to    Daughter.      Neither  he  nor  Regional  Supervisor  were_ever  involved  with 
the  Family  case  again.     Son's  extended  home  visit  turned  out  to  be  permanent. 

•  -      Between  September  6,  19  77  and  October  25,  19  77,  Assistant  Director  nade  nine 
home  visits.     She  observed  nothing  unusual.     She  did  note  on  one  occasion  that 
Mother  uses  "standing  in  the  comer"  as  discipline.     On  another  occasion,  she  noted 
Mother  to  be  a  strict  mother.     Assistant  Director  had  urged  Mother  to  place  Son 
in  day  care  after  his  return  and  Mother  had  nade  arrangements.     3ut  on  September  25, 
Mother  called  Assistant  Director  to  say  she  had  changed  her  nind.     On  September  30, 
Son  was  scheduled  for  a  physical  examination  at  the  local  health  center.     The  records 
from  the  health  center  indicate  that  no  visit  took  place;  Assistant  Director  never 
inquired  about  it  or  followed  it  up. 
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Cn  October  31,  1977,  Mo Cher  and  Father  were  back  in  district  court  for 

the  continuance  froa  July.     The  children  were  not  represented  by  counsel. 

Assistant  Director  nade  the  following  written  recommendations : 

[Daughter]  has  now  been  with  her  natural  not her  for  over 
three  nonths;   [Son]  for  almost  cwo  moths.    The  adjustment 
of  all  parties  appears  to  be  progressing  smoothly,  and 
support  from  the  extended  family  remains  strong. 

It  is  respectfully  recommended  chat  the  Court  grant  custody 
of  [Son  and  Daughter]  to  "heir  parentsT'  with  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Public  Welfare  continuing  to  provide  supportive 
services  [emphasis  added]. 

She  noted  in  the  case  record: 

[The  Judge]  accepted  the  Departnenc's  recommendation,  but 
also  indicated  that  he  believed  close  contact  should  be 
maintained  with  family. 

The  court  did  not  know  that  Assistant  Director  had  in  fact  never  net  any  of  the 

people  she  described  as  providing  "support  from  the  extended  family." 

She  told  the  Commission  she  made  two  home  visits  in  November  and  that  after 

the  court  case  had  ended  she  intended  to  taper  down  her  visits.     She  observed  the 

children  to  be  doing"  well.     Mother  was  receiving  no  support  from  any  other  agency 

during  this  tine.     Assistant  Director  had  to  futher  contact  with  the  Family  until 

March  1973.  ' 

On  March  20,  1978,  an  anonymous  report  of  a  crying  child  was  phoned  into 
the  Local  Office.     The  worker  taking  the  call  logged  it  and  passed  the  information 
along  to  Assistant  Director,  who  recognized  the  Family's  address.    No  51A 

report  was  ever  filled  out  pursuant  to  this  call,  despite  clear  regulations  to 
the  contrary.  The  filing  of  a  51A  requires  that  a  home- visit  be  made.  Assistant 
Director  went  to  the  Family  home  on  March  20  and  again  on  March  21  but  found  no 
one  home.  She  did  not  inquire  from  neighbors  as  to  the  wereabouts  of  the  Family. 
She  did  not  make  an  effort  to  ascertain  whether  anyone  had  heard  crying  children. 
She  did  not  make  an  effort  to  ascertain  whether  anyone  had  seen  the  children.  She 
left  a  note'  at  the  house  for  the  Mother,  asking  her  to  call.     Cn  March  22,  1973, 

*  Massachusetts  General  Laws  Chapter  119,   Section  5LA 
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Mother  called  Assistant  Director,  saying  she  had  been  in  New  Bedford  because  of 

^  a  death  "in  her  former  family"  and  vas  going  back  shortly.     Assistant  Director 

told  the  Commission  that  Mother  "sounded  good,  sounded  calm."     She  told  che 

Co-mission  that  she  knew  how  close  Mother  was  Co  her  former  foster  mother  in 

New  3edford.     This  foster  mother  was  one  with  whom  Mother  had  spent  approximately 

seven  vacation  periods  during-^he  time  she  was  at  Stonegate  and  DARE.  Assistant 

Director  aever  did  visit  the  Family,  nor  did  she'  call  the  former  foster  mother 

in  New  3edford  to  confirm  Mother's  explanation. 

On  April  7,  1973,  Mother  called  Assistant  Director,  who  entered  this  note 

in  her  "Quarterly  Assessment"  form,  dated  April  28,  1978: 

During  the  conversation  of  4/7/73,  mother  informed 
worker  that  family  is  moving  on  4/8/78  to  her  "mother's" 
home  in  New  3edford. 

Assistant  Director  never  confirmed  whether  this  move  occurred.     Mother  also 

%  informed  Assistant  Director  she  was  pregnant,  and  was  due  in  August.  The 

Assistant  Director  further  noted  in  the  "Quarterly  Assessment"  form  of  April  28,  1973 

[Son]  has  been  well  since  his  return  home.  Mother  has 
decided  his  earlier  problems  were  caused  by  allergy  co 
dog  fur. 

[Daughter],  d.o.b.  9/13/75,   is  reported  to  be  29  pounds. 
Mother  describes  her  as  getting  call  and  slender  "like 
her  father."     [Daughter]  is  toilet  trained  during  the 
day,  but  still  wears  pampers  at  night.     Mother  reports 
that  [Daughter]  eats  and  sleeps  well  and  has  stayed 
healthy . 

Daughter,  had  been  dead  for  two  and  one-half  months. 

On  April  28,  1978,  Assistant  Director  wrote  to  Mother  informing  her  that 
the  Family  case  was  being  transferred  to  New  3edford.     Cn  Friday,  May  12,  1973, 
an  anonymous  caller  complained  both  to  the  police  and  to  the  Department  of  child 
abuse  at  the  Family's.     Assistant  Director  was  confused,   thinking  the  Family  had 
moved  to  New  3edford  in  April. .  The  police  met  her  at  the  Family's  apartment. 
Assistant  Director  asked  to  see  the  children.     Mother  refused  them  entry.  She 
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said  the  children  were  not  there.     Mother  called  her  husband  home  from  work, 
using  her  neighbor's  phone.     She  was  very  angry.     Father  arrived  and  allowed  the 
police  and  Assistant  Director  entry  to  the  apartment.     Son  was  found  sitting  on 
a  child's  chair,  seriously  injured.     He  had  no  upper  lip;  he  was  covered  with 
bruises.     Daughter  could  not  be  found.     Father  said  she  was  in  Texas  with 
Paternal  Grandmother.     Sen  was  taken  to  the  police  station  where  he  was  photc- 
graphed,   then  taken  to  the  hospital  in  the  adjacent  community.  Assistant 
Director  went  to  the  district  court  in  that  community  to  obtain  temporary  custody 
through  a  Care  and  Protection  Petition.     The  judge  refused  and  suggested  that  the 
hospital  obtain  custody.     On  Monday,  May  15,  19  78,  Assistant  Director  went  to 
the  district  court  in  which  the  Family's  case  had  been  previously.     The  judge 
agreed  to  issue  a  Care  and  Protection  Petition  and  gave  temporary  custody  of 
Son  to  the  Department. 

The  Care  and  Protection  Petition  has  been  continued  until  July  3,  19  73. 
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It  Is  reported  that  this  child  lived  in  an  apartment  with  Che  body  of  his 
dead  sister  for  six  weeks;  his  parents  made  hiss  stand  in  a  comer  with  dirty 
underwear  over  his  head;   chey  burned  hia  with  cigarettes;  he  was  beacen  so 
badly,  his  upper  lip  was  obliterated.     No  one  can  assess  the  damage  to  his 
psyche.     We  can  only  say  that  after  ail  the  publicity  has  been  squeezed  from 
his  story,  he  will  still  be  left  with  che  ordeal  of  growing  up  and  coping  with 
these  aeaories  of  cerror. 
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?  U  D  I  N  G  S 

The  outcome  of  this  case  was  neither  predictable  nor  necessary.     Ic  was 
che  direcc  result  of  Institutional  ineffectiveness  and  individual  error.  The 
facts,  demonstrate  that,  child  welfare  work  requires  skills  gained  through  training, 
experience,  and  education.    Those  without  the  proper  skills  in  chis  case  — 
Social  Worker,  Supervisor,  Assistant  Director    —    viewed  the  case  simplistically , 
measuring  Other's  progress  by  the  superficial  changes  in  her  life.     They  never 
dealt    wich    or  appeared  to  understand  Mother's  lack  of  parenting  ability.  They 
accepted  Mother's  unwillingness  to  engage  in  therapy  as  a  sufficient  basis  for  her 
not  going.     They  never  saw  Mother's  refusal  as  symptomatic  of  her  problems,  despite 
Protective  Worker's  early  recorded  observations  to  this  effect.     In  essence,  the 
Local  Welfare  Office  workers  had  no  understanding  of  treatment  as  a  component  to 
the  case.     The  record  clearly  reflects  the'Local  Office's  obvious  resentment 
against  the  "intrusion"  of  the  Regional  Office,   but  the  Commission  believes  this 
was  not  just        expression  of  territorial  animosity.     Rather,  it  embodied  a  nore 
subtle  fear  by  the  Local.  Office  that  the  Regional  "specialists"  were  attacking 
their  fundamental  case  judgments,  and  therefore  questioning  their  ability  to  do 
casework  at  all.    This  perhaps  explains  Assistant  Director's  unusual  and  apparent 
threat  to  resign  over  a  caswork  decision.     The  Local  Office  workers  became  so 
invested  with  the  success  of  Social  Worker's  premature    and  unfounded  decision  to 

work  toward  returning  the  children  that  they  either  refused  or  were  unable  to 

consider  alternative  perspectives. 

The  Commission  finds  that  Social  Worker's  court  report  of  July  18,  1977,  con- 
tained two  significant  misrepresentations  which  may  have  altered  the  future  course 
of  the  case.     These  were  the  characterization  of  the  abuse  to  Son  on  March  22,  1977, 
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as  a  "spanking  incident:"  and  che  statement  which  seemed  to  suggest  chat  Mother 
was  in  on-going  therapy  at  Mental  Health  Clinic.     The* Commission  concludes  that 
these  nisrepresentations  vers  intentional.     The  Commission  finds  that  Supervisor 
vas  ineffective  as  Social  Worker's  supervisor  and  has  no  concept  of  supervision . 

The  Commission  finds  that  Assistant  Director  shewed  gross  errors  of  judgment 
both  in  her  capacity  as  Assistant  Director  for  Social  Services  and  ultimately  as 
the  responsible  caseworker.     As  Assistant  Director,  she  failed  to  exercise  competent 
supervision  over  Supervisor  and  failed  to  exercise  objective  case  review  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  har  supervisory  responsibilities.     As  the  caseworker, 
Assistant  Director  failed  to  review  the  case  record  upon  assuming  responsibility 
for  the  case;   she  failed  to  ascertain  whether'  Son 1 s  physical  examination,  scheduled 
for  September  30,  1977,  ever  occurred;  she  failed  to  report  her  observations  of 
the  braise  on  Daughter's  face  to  the  court;   she  failed  to  provide  che  supportive 
services  her  court  report  stated  would  be  provided;  she  failed  to  provide  "close 
supervision"  as  per  the  court's  in  struct ions ;  she  failed  to  file  or  cause  to 
be  filed  a  SLA  raport  pursuant  to  the  anonymous  complaint  of  March  20,  1978; 
she  failed  to  persevere  In  her  efforts  to  physically  see  the  children  as  the 
result  of  the  March  20,  1973  anonymous  complaint;  she  failed  to  develop  insighc 
into  the  dynamics  of  the  case. 

The  participants  in  this  case  who  did  have  training,  experience  and  education 
ARM, CVS  Two,  Regional  Supervisor  and  CWS  One  —  understood  the  dynamics  of  the  case 
and  the  risks  to  the  children.     Yet  they  were  ultimately  ineffective.  The 
responsibility  for  the  failure  of  the  Regional  Office  to  either  remove  the  Family 
case  from  the  Local  Office  in  the  face  of  what  ic  knew  or  to  ac  lease  insist  upon  a 
clear  on-going  chain  of  decision-making  and  review  must  rest  with  ASM.     While  it 
is  arguable  that  ARM  actually  lacked  the  authoricy  co  transfer  che  case,  he 
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nevertheless  thought  he  could  and  was  acting  accordingly.     The  record  is  clear 
that  as  late  as  September  1977,  ARM  was  making  the  decision  on  critical  issues 
of  visitation.     His  option  in  the  face  of  a  challenge  from  the  Local  Office  as  to 
his  actual  power  would  have  been  to  request  the  intervention  of  his  i mediate 
supervisor,  Regional  Manager.     Instead,  he  allowed  his  own  involvement    with  the 
case  to  dissipate  and  he  created  an  untenable  situation  for  Regional  Supervisor 
to  exercise  effective  influence  or  participation r.  despite  his  knowledge  th3t  the 
case  direction  was  still  very  much  in  doubt. 

The  clear  lesson  of  this  case  is  that  child  welfare  work  requires  trained, 
experienced  and  educated  professionals  who  are  particularly  knowledgeable  about 
the  problems  of  families  and  who  are  knowledgeable  about  the  way  the  court  system 
relates  to  families  and  children.     3ecause  of  "separation"  in  1974,   the  Department 
has  a  significant  number  of  unskilled  people  carrying  child  welfare  cases.  Unless 
these  workers  are  transferred  to  areas  for  which  they  are  more  suited,  chfc  Department 
and  the  Administration  will  be  gambling  in  a  game  where  the  stakes  are  life  and  death. 

The  Commission  finds  that  there  were  serious  casework  practice  errors  in 
this  case.     Tne  initial  intake  study  failed  to  develop  a  sufficient  history  of 
Mother  which  could  have  aided  future  workers.     The  intake  worker  should  have  read 
the  Department's  file  on  Mother's  childhood.     Perhaps  subsequent  workers,  including 
Social  Worker,  would  have  had  second  thoughts  both  about  Mother  when  confronted  with 
her  distorted  view  of  her  early  life  and  about  the  casework  plan  to  return  the 
children  wichout  Mother  engaging  in  treatment  or  obtaining  assistance  in  developing 
parenting  abilities.'    The  Commission  finds  that  none  of  the  workers  developed 
either  a  thorough  profile  of  Father  or  a  casework  plan  in  which  he  was  involved. 
Throughout  the  history  of  the  case,  Father  never  appears  as  an  important  character 
even  though  he  was  the  husband  and  the  children's  father.     This  takes  on  added 
significance  in  light  of  the  allegations  from  Son's  Foster  Mother  3nd  Daughter's 
Foster  Mother  that  Father  appeared  to  have  been  drinking  on  occasions  when  he  cane 
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to  visit  "he  children « 

The  case  plan  developed  by  the  intake  worker  (Protective  Worker)  was 
drastically  altered  by  the  subsequent  worker  (Social  Worker)  without  explanation. 

The  children  vere  not  visited  in  their  foster  home  in  accordance  with 
Department  policy. 

The  court  reports  reflected  a  lack  of  objectivity.     They  presented  as  fact 
unsubstantiated  information  provided  by  Mother,  such,  as  the  amount  of  support 
provided  by  Paternal  Grandmother. 

The  Commission  finds  that  the  district  court  inexplicably  allowed  court 
hearings  to  be  held  despite  the  absence  of  legal  representation  for  the  children. 
This  is  difficult  co  understand  in  light  of  the  face  that  the  court  appointed 
counsel  for  the  children  and  the  attorney  filed  his  appearance  on  their  behalf. 
The  Commission  is  also  troubled  by  the  courc's  apparent  confusion  over  the  status 
of  the  children  upon  cheir  original  commitment  to  the  Department.     The  court  order 
gave  permanent  custody  but  the  court's  actions  suggested  temporary  custody. 

The  Commission  finds  thac  the  Mental  Health  Clinic  grasped  Mother's  need 
for  help  but  was  only  able  to  operate  effectively  for  those  motivated  enough  to 
want  help,  .which  Mother  clearly  was  cot. 

Most  of  the  witnesses  seen  by  the  Commission  testified  to  the  lack  of  clarity 
in  the  Department's  chain  of  command,  especially  between  the  regional  office  and 
the  local  offices.     This  is  a  problem  of  long  standing  in  the  Department  and  although 
the  Commission  was  presented  with  some  indication  that  the  issue  is  being  addressed, 
it  is  also  convinced  that  the  projected  solution  depends  upon  new  administrative 
staffing  arrangements  at  the  local  office  level  which  until  now  have  not  been 
satisfactorily  funded.     Any  structural  change  which  occurs  must  have  clear  lines  of 
respons ibility . 
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The  Commission  finds  that  Che  social  services  delivery  system  wichin  Che 
Department  is  overwhelmed  by  the  size  of  che  assistance  payments  delivery  system 
The  Commission  concludes  that  there  is  oo  meaningful  way  to  rehabilitate  the 
existing  system  within  the-  present  framework. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


(1)  The  CpuBttoawealuh  has  a  special  obligation  to  this  child.     No  one  can 
predict  his  future  ability  to  come  to  terms  with  what  he  has  experienced  In  his 
four,  years.    Accordingly,,  the.  Commission  recommends  chat  the  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  or  its  successor  agency  initiate  immediate  legal  action  to  free 
him  for  adoption,     we  recommend  further  that  his  adoption  be  subsidized  through 
the  adoption  subsidy  program.     We  recommend  that  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare 
or  its  successor  agency  either  directly  or  through  contract  to  a  private  agency 
make  available  continuing  casework  and  financial  assistance  to  him  until  he  reaches 
his  eighteenth  birthday. 

(2)  The  Commission  recommends  that  the  Department  immediately  suspend  Social 
worker,  Supervisor,  Assistant  Director  and  ARM  and  begin  proceedings  to  terminate 
their  employment  with  the  Department. 

•(3) _  The  Commission  recommends  that  the  Department  undertake  an  immediate 
review  of  all  current  social  workers,  social  work  supervisors,  and  adninis tratcrs 
of  social  services  in  order  to  assess  their  capabilities  to  carry  or  supervise 
carriers' of  child  welfare  cases.     The  Commission  recommends  that  new  competency 
criteria  be  established  and  that  any  worker,  supervisor  or  administrator  not 
meeting  the  criteria  be  transferred.     The  Commission  further  recommends  that  all 
child  welfare  cases  of  any  worker  so  transferred  be  immediately  reviewed  for  the 
appropriateness  of  the  casework  plan. 
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(4)  The  Commission  recommends  chac  che  Department  immediately  coma  into 
compliance  with  che  Office  for  Children  regulation  which  requires  chac  any 
direct  service  worker  in  che  Deparcmenc  be  supervised  by  a  person  wich  a  minimum 
of  an' advanced  degree.     The  Co emission  further  recommends  chac  che  Governor 
immediaceiy  order  che  Division  of  Personnel  Administration,,  che  3udgec  Bureau,, 
and  Division  of  Civil  Service  co"  cake  all  necessary  accions  co  assure  compliance. 

(5)  The  Commission  recommends  chac  che  Legislacure  pass  and  che  Governor 
sign.,,  prior  Co  che  end  of  che  1978  Legislative  session,  a  law  establishing  a 
separace,  adequately  funded,  adequately  scaffed  Deparcmenc  of  Social  Services. 
The  Commission  recommends  further  chac  che  Legislacure  and  che  Administration 
resist  all  current  efforcs  co  "grandfather"  unqualified  staff  inco  che  new  azency 

(6)  The  Commission  recommends  chac  che  Legislacure  pass  and  che  Governor 
sign,  prior  co  che  end  of  che  1973  legislative  session,  House  3iil  1566,  a  bill 
creacing  a  Children's  Legal  Advocacy  Commiccee.     Passage  of  chis  bill  would  ensur 
chac  children  receive  legal  repre'sencacion  from  accorneys  trained  in  che  repre- 
sencacion  of  abused  and  neglected  children. 

(7)  The  Commission  recommends  chac  the  Chief  Juscice  of  che  Discricc  Courc 
review  che  handling  of  che  case  by  che  district  court. 

(3)     The  Commission  recommends  chac  che  Department  immediately  establish 
a  task  force  of  professionals  from  the  public  and  private  seccors  co  review  and 
rewrice  che  child  welfare  policies  and  procedures. 
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(9)     The  Comnri  ssi  on  further  recommends  that  che  Department  i  .-mr.ediataly 
establish  a  task,  force  of  prof assionals  from  the  public  and  private  sectors  Co 
design  a  comprehensive  scaif  development  program.     This  program  shall  include 
but  need  not  be  limited  to: 

■ ;-  a-    An  assessment  of  staffing  requirements  for  effective  delivery  of 
_  -■        the  services  of  the  Department. 

b.  The  establishment  of  new  criteria  for  hiring  qualified  staff. 

c.  A  personnel  appraisal  system:     a  process  for  periodic  evaluations 
of  all  staff  with  a  mechanism  to  raise  the  level  of  competency 

or  to  discipline  or  remove  workers  who  receive  poor  evaluations. 

d.  A  career  ladder  to  promote  and  to  recain  the  nost  competent 
staff. 

a.     Initial  training  for  employees  new  to  the  Department  and  for 

employees  assuming  new  functions  within  the  Department, 
f.     On-going  training  Co  enhance  professional  skills. 
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September  22,  1975 
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STTVEN  A.  MINTEIt; 
COMWiSSlOwCR 


Ms.  CC3  Worka 
CC3 

Local  Address 
Local  Town,  KA>j 


Daar  [CCB  Worker]: 


Mo cher 
rather. 


■        In 'response  to  your  request  for  an  Investigation  and  evaluation  of  the 
[Family],  and  a  recommendation  as  co  the  advisability  of  a  Care  and 
Proceccicn  petition  in  behalf  of  [Son],  bom  November  S,  1974,   the  following 


information  is  being  sent: 


I       When  I  saw  pother]  on  July  17,  1975,  there  were  several  other  people 
in  the  aoartment.    (Mother* si  girlfriend,  Irriendl,  lives  in  the  home,  along  with 
Jatherj,  father  of  the  child.    [Friend  s  mother  and  mocher's  brocher, 
(Brother^  were  visiting,  and  mother  stated  that  her  brocher  frequently  visits  as  he 
lives  in  a  nearby  rooming  house.     The  physical  condition  of  Che  house  was  de- 
plorable with  unmade  beds  scaccered  chroughouc  the  apartment,  cioching  piled  in 
corners  and  dirt  and  dust  everywhere.     Although  [Mother]  expecced  my  visic,  she 
said  she  was  in  the  process  of  cleaning  up  and  "not  Co  mind  the  mess."  [Mocher's] 
personal  hygiene  as  veil  as  the  condicion  of  the  house  vas  deplorable. 

I  explained  to  fMocherf  why  I  vas  chere  and  said  chat  her  social  worker, 
[CC3  Worker],  vas  very  concerned  about  the  situation  ac  home  and  che  physical 
and  emotional  welfare  offSon}.    {Mother]  said  she  knew  why  I  was  there  and 
felt  (CCB  Worker]  "hates"  her  and  is  trying  co  cake  her  baby  away.  [Mother] 
related  to  me  a  little  of  her  family  background  which  involved  many' foster  homes 
and  group. homes.     She  stated  she  has  never  seen  her  parencs  and  although  she 
lived  togecher  with  her  two  brothers  and  sister  for  long  periods  of  time,  she 
does  noc  have  any  concacc  with  them  now  excepe  for  [Brocher]  who  was  visiting  ac  Che 
time  I  saw  the  family.   [Mother]  stated  chat  her  other  brother  and  siscer  are 
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married  and  have  children.    {Mother}  said  chat  she  did  noc  like  school  and  • 
quit  la  the  7th  grade. 

During  my  visit,  jsonj  was  in  a  crib  out  in  the  hall  and  [Mother]  did 
not  initiate  any  interaction  with  him.     She  said  she  was  expecting  to  deliver 
her  next  baby  in  September  and  that  she  was  hoping  it  was  a  girl  because  "boys 
are  brats."    When  I  asked  what  she  meant,  she  said  boys  get  into  everything  and 
are  hard  to  control.    [Hot her]  expressed  'heir  feeling-  that  her  son  gets  a  lot 
of  attention  and  is  "spoiled.."     She  said  she  does  not  want  him  to  get  into  the 
habit  of  expecting  to  be  picked  up  whenever  he  cries  and  claimed  she  does  not 
beat  him,  but  does  some tir.es  slap  him  to  keep  him  quiet.     She  also  said  that 
she  will  look  at  him  and  tell  him  he's  a  "bad  boy"  which  "shuts  him  up  for 
awhile."   [Mother]  puts  \Sonj  in  a  walker  every  afternoon  which  he  obviously 
gets  tired  of,  but  when  he  tries  to  be  taken  out  of  it,  she  sees  this  as 
evidence  of  his  being  too  "spoiled." 

["Mother]  shoved  much  enthusiasm,  however,  about  the  puppies  her  dog  gave 
birth  to  and  went  over  to  pick  one 'up.     WTiile  she  was  shewing  me  the  puppies, 
she  cuddled  and  kissed  the  puppy  in  her  arms  and  then  went  to  show  me  the  kittens 
which  were  recently  born  also.     She  was  extremely  affectionate  toward  them  and 
while  she  was  concerned  to  have  ne  see  the  newborn  kittens  and  puppies ,  !_Mctherl 
never  made  an  attempt  to  show  me  her  own  baby.     when  I  finally  asked  her 

'■if  I  could  see^SonJ,  she  brought  me  to  the  crib  in  the  hail,  but  did  not  pick 
the  child  up.     She  did  tickle  the  baby  to  show  me  how  he  laughs,  but  then  said 
to  him,  "I  knew  what  you're  trying  to  do,  but  it's  not  going  to  work  this  time." 
The  baby  did  respond  to  [Mother]  and  smiled  when  she  tickled  him,  but  it  appears 
he  is  left  alone  for  long  periods  of  time  and  is  resentad  and  punished  when  he 
seeks  actention.    [Mother]  said  she  feeds  fSonj  by  propping  him  up  on  a  pillow 
with  a  bottle  and  doesn't  hold  him  because  "he  will  just  go  to  sleep  that  way." 

{Mother}  was  overwhelmingly  much  more  concerned  and  affectionate  to  the  animals 
in  the  household  and  payed  no  attention  to  her  son,  nor  spoke  about  hin  unless 
asked  a  direct  question.  .  " 

On  July  31,  1975,   I  received  a  call  f rom[>!ur se],  nurse  at  the  local 
(Health  Center].     She  stated  that  on  Tuesday,  July  29,  L975 ,  (Mother ' sj  friend 
(Friend],  came  to  the  clinic  with  [Son]  as  he  had  a  black  eye,  a  cut  on  his  right 
eye  and  an  old  bruise  on  his  left  cheek.     According  to  [Nurse],  [Friend] 
reported  -that  mother  is-  taking  drugs,  leaves  the  baby  in  his  crib  for  long 
periods  of  time  and  has  observed  mother  putting  a  pillow  over  the  baby's 
head.    [Friend]  also  reported  that  mother  often  leaves  him  alone  and  heard  her 
threaten  to  kill  him  and  the  new  baby. 

I  saw (Mother[  again  on  September  IS,  1975  at  her  new  apartment,  [kothei^ 
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was  home  with  |§on]  and  her  new  baby,  [Daughter],  born  Septensber  13,  1975.  [Mother's] 
friend  friend],  is  also  living  in  che  aparrment,  and  according  co  (Friend],  her 
5  children  who  were  in  school  at  the  cine,  are  also  living  there.  (Friend] 
stated  chat  she  had  jusc  given  birth  co  a  baby  boy  who  is  being  kepc  in  che 
hospicai  for  a  couple  of  ncnchs  for  medical  dif f icuicies . 

[So^  had  che  remainder  of  a  bruise  on  his.  left  cheek  and  when  I  asked  [Ho Cher] 
how  he  had  goccen  che  bruise,  she  mumbled  something  about  his.  noc  being 
able  co-stand  ail  the  time,  and  Chen  changed  che  subjecc.     When  I  asked  mother 
about  ic  again,  she  vaguely  said  he  somecimes  fails  over  when  he  is  sic  ting  up,  and 
at  chis  point,  /Friend]  said  chat  (Mother/  somcimes  loses  her  tamper  buc  that  she 
is  doing  better.     While  I  was  chere,  (criendj  was  che  one  who  changed  and  fed  che 
new  infant  and  [Mother]  eicher  ignored  (Son]  or  was  very  abrupc  with  him  when 
trying  Co  sic  him  up  in  his  high  chair.     Ac  one  point,  both  (FriendJ  and  mother 
were  aimosc  taunting  [Son]  by  cuddling  che  new  baby  in  fronc  of  him,  saying 
thac  ic  was  their  baby  and  he  couidn'c  have  her.     When  he  scarced  co  cry  for 
attention, [MothetJ  jusc  laughed  and  said  chac  he  was  jusc  jealous  and  did  noc  make 
any  effort  co  pick  him  up.     Ic  was  only  afcer  I  suggesced  chac  maybe  they  could 
both  be  given  some  attention  chac  she  decided  co  cake  him  cue  of  che  high  chair, 
at  which  point  he  s copped  crying. 
J 

From  my  observations  and  reports  from  boch  che  local  (Kealch  Clinic]  and 

CC3  Worker],  ic  is  apparenc  chat  Son  is  severely  miscreated,  boch  physi-  " 

cally  and  emocionaiiy,  and  chac  any  demands  chis  child  makes  of  mo  Cher  are  deeply 

resenced  by  her.    [Mother]  speaks  abouc  and  acts  coward  chis  child  as  chough 

he  were  spoiled,  undeserving  and  deliberately  crying  co  cake  someching  from  her 

which  doesn't  belong  co  him.     She  expeccs  him- to  do  many  chings  which- he  is 

developmental!)'  unable  co  do  and  when  he  can't  feels  chis  is  done  purposefully 

to  aggravace  her.     Ic  is  my  opinion  chat [Mo they  was  responsible  for  che  reported 

inflicced-  injuries  of  (Sonj,  and  chac  chase  incidencs  will  concinue  co  occur 

wichouc  che  courc's  in  carver,  c  ion.     It  appears  chac  whac  liccle  care  and  affection 

_(Sor]  dees  gee  is , -by  and  large,   chrough  ocher  members„in  che  household  or  cheir^ 

relatives,    Q-locher]  appears  co  need  so  much  actantion  and  mothering  herself, 

chat  chere  is  very  lictle  left  co  give  chis  child. 

  _  #\ 

.In  view  of  the  above,  it  is  my  recommendation  chat  a  Care  &  Protection 
petition  be  filed  in  behalf  of  £Son],  bom  November  8,  1974,  as  he  is  Celt  to 
be  a  child  at  risk. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Inflicted  Injury  Unit 
Social  Worker 

•Family  &  Children's  Services 
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DISTRICT  COURT  OF^^^SS^i  JUVENILE  SESSION  —  No.....^~^~  o£  19.7.5- 

To  lha  Sheriff  of  our  County  of  <ZZZZZZ^  or  any  of  his  Deputies,  or  any 
0  Constable  or  Poiiee  Officer  authorized  io  serve  Criminal  Process  in 

^^{T'^Z^in  said  County  ofg~*r^^?^>td  to  the  Stat:  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  of  the  Commonweal  I  h  of  Massachusetts, 

Gksetixg: 

WHEREAS  QAV..<rhT6*L.,  oi^ZSSSS 

in  said  County  of  (■  -r:4?T*^  a  child  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  was  brought  before  the  Distric: 

Court  ofC3^ on  the  sixth  day  of  October^   A.D.,  19. .75 

on. a  Petition  made  by  .^^^^Z*  C..C#  f±iM&&£r.  _  

of  gg^^gSS^^S^  Catho  lie  Charities  _  alleging  on  behalf  of  said  child 

that  said  child  is  without  necessary  and  proper  physical,  educational  or  moral'care  and  discipline,  or 
is  growing  up  under  conditions  or  circumstances  damaging  to  said  child's  sound  character  develop- 
ment, or  lacks  proper  attention  of  (l££j<  (her)  parent(s) — Guardian  with  care  and  custody  of  said 
child — Custodian  of  said  Child — and  whose  said  parent (s) — lawful  Guardian — £s£z  (are)  unwill- 
ing, incompetent  or  unavailable  to  provide  such  care;  and 

-  .  .      WHEREAS  said  child  has  been  identified  by  this  Court,  and  it  appearing  to  said  Court  that  the 

precept  issued  to  bring:  said  child  before  this  Court  and  the  summonses  issued,  have  been  duly  and 

legally  served;  and  it  further  appearing  that  the  Report  under  ?ath  of  „  I  \  

.Dept....  of  .Public.  .Welfare  _  0f   ^SSlI^S  f 

the  person  duly  qualified  under  G.L.  Chap.  119,  Sec  1-39  (Chapter  646  of  the  Acts  of  1954),  and  ap- 
'  pointed  by  said  Court  to  investigate  into  the  condiditions  aiTecting^said  child,  has  been  received,  said 
Bbourt  after  hearing  the  evidence  offered  on  said  Petition,  nnds  the  allegations  in  the  said  Petition 

proved  within  the  meaning  of  said  G.L.  Chap.  119,  Sec.  1-39  (Chan.  646  of  the  Acts  of  1954),  and  has 

on  this  day-adjudged  that  said  child  is  in  need  of  care  and  protection. 

IT  IS  THEREFORE  ORDERED  by  said  Court  that  said  child,  the  said  „  '.  

 \..D..A..U..Q-.h..LC,^.  be  committed  to  the  custody  of 

-  "the  -Department  of  Public  Welfare  of  said  Commonwealth  until  (she)  becomes  Cwehty-one 
years  of  age  or  until  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  Department  the  object  of  (biro1  (her)  commitment 

•  -has  been  accomplished,  whichever  occurs  first.        .  - 

You,  the  said  Sheriff,  Deputies,  Constables  and  Police  Officers  and  each  of  you  are  hereby  com- 
manded to  forthwith  convey  said  child  the  said  . . . . ^Ti?£ £!| : llf^^^SJ^s':\ . rl. . uA UfkfJ\&f\ .  to 
the  custody  of  the  said  Department  of  Public  Welfare^  together  with  an  attested  copy  of  .this  pre- 
cept, AND  YOU,  the  said  Department  of  Public  Welfare  arc  hereby  in  like  manner  commanded  to 
receive  said  child  whom  this  Court  herewith  sends  into  your  custody  and  (b±r>i  (her)  safely 
keep  until  Jbdc  (she)  becomes  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  until  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  De- 
partment of  Public  Welfare  the  object  of  (his)  (her)  commitment  has  been  accomplished,  which- 
ever occurs  first.   •  .  •  .  ■   

Hereof  fail  not'  at  your  peril,  and  make  return  of  this  precept  with  your  doings  thereon 
fort  li  with.   

WITNESS,  K^t      ^  :V-v  d^Jf]^^,  Justice,  of  said  Court," this  ..QHr  


*dnv  of  .January.^.-.  (  a.D.  19..76/..  — ---T^^---i^^-^".^-\ 

A  true,  copy :  Attest   A  .........  . '       :.,.^'--^-*^4  Assistant  Clerk 
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DISTP.ICT  COURT  OF^:?.r^^r^  JUVENILE  SESSION  — No   of  10...:. 

To  the  Shcri';  af  our  County  of  t'S'^'^S^  ur  any  of  his  Deputies,  or 


^  m.  Constat  !r  >r  Police  Officer  authorized  lo  :ci~jc  Criminal  Process  in 

ui>  in  said  Comity  of  \j  """\-'f~'.b  ond  to  the  Slats  Deportment  of 
Public  Welfare  of  the  Conunon-j;czi:i\  of  Massachusetts, 

whereas  .„  ~   of 

in  said  County  of  a  child  uncl.-r  the  age  of  sixteen  years  was  brought  before  the  District 

Court  of  €S^^»n  the  ...sixth  „;..  day  of  9.?.^.?S.^  ,  A.D.,  19..?.?,. 

oi2-  a-  Petition-  made  by  .....   ^.^&....!^..9.&&.£..^..:...„  „  „  

of  _*  %*?9. %. ??  £ . . a  r.  Jr.lr  *  s  s  ;„  alleging  on  behaif  of  said  child 

that  said  child  is -without  necessary  and  proper  physical,  educational  or  moral  care  and  discipline,  cr 
is  growing  up  under  conditions  or  circumstances  damaging  to  said  child's  sound  character  develop- 
ment, or  lacks  proper  attention  of  (his)  (Jiw$  parent  (s) — Guardian  with  care  and  custody  of  said 
child — Custodian  of  said  Child — and  whose  said  parcnt(s) — lawful  Guardian — (2£pXare)  unwill- 
ing, incompetent  or  unavailable  to  provide  such  care;  and 

WHEREAS  said  child  has  been  identified  by  this  Court,  and  it  appearing  to  said  Court  that  the 
precept  issued  to  bring  said  child  before  this  Court  and  the  summonses' issued,  have  been  duly  and 


'legally  served;  and  it  further  appearing  that 
Dept..  of  Public  vTcXt'ars 


e  Report  under  oath  of... 

....  of  ...f  ,  h 


the  person  duly  qualified  under  G.L.  Chap.  119,  Sec  1-39  (Chapter  G43  of  the  Acts  of  1934),  and  ap- 
pointed by  said  Court  to  investigate  into  the  condiditions  affecting  said  child,  has  been  received,  said 
Court  after  hearing  the  evidence  offered  on  said  Petition,  Snds  the  allegations  in  the  said  Petition 
proved  within  the  meaning  of  said  G.L.  Chap.  119,  Sec.  1-39  (Chap.  G46  of  the  Acts  of  1954),  and  has 
on  this  day  adjudged  that  said  child  is  in  need  of  care  and  protection. 

IT  IS  THEREFORE  ORDERED  by  said  Court  that  said  child,  the  said  ll.!'  

   .^.P./}^.  m~TT.  _  „  be  committed  to  the  custody  of 

the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  of  said  Commonwealth  until  (he)  (&££}•  becomes  :wer.ty-cne 
years  of  age  or  until  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  Department  the  objec:  of  (his)  commitment 
has  been  accomplished,  whichever  occurs  first. 

You,  the  said  Sheriff,  Deputies,  Constables  and  Police  Officers  and  each  of  you  are  hereby  com- 
manded to  forthwith  convey  said  child  the  said  _    V.  ,  to 

the  custody  of  the  said  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  together  with  an  attested  copy  of  this  pre- 
cept, AND  YOU,  the' said  Department  of  Public  Welfare  are  hereby  in  like  manner  commanded  to 
receive  said,  child  whom  this  Court  herewith  sends  into  your  custody  and  (him)  (2.u3pi$aioly 
keep  until  (he)  (sccto-jeeomos  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  until  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  De- 
partment of  Public  Welfare  the  object  of  (his)  (5?^  commitment  has  been  accomplished,  which- 
ever occurs  first.- 

Hereof  fail  not  at  your  peril,  and  make  return  of  this  precept  with  your  doings  thereon 
forthwith.     '  ^  • 

WITNESS,  ^O^Sg^SlSS  Esquire,  Justice  of  said  Court,  this^Z)    

day  of  ..January  w.  ,  a.D.  lO/??  ^l^w..^:^-^^-^^ 

A  (rue  ropy:  Attest   tfC       .  '. : . !,      ^.V/:* .^.o^^^^i^TAssl s i a n t  Clerk 
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I  have  had  a  long  calk  with [Supervisor!  who  is [Social  Worker's]  supervisor. 
She  tells  ne  chat  from  the  Departments  standpoint,   the  -other  is  making 
rather  steady  progress.     She  keeps  weekly  appointments  with  (social  Worker?, keeps 
her  appointments  at  (Mental  Health  Clinic],  has  married  {jihe  children's 
father] and  has  a  new  apartment.     The  plan  of  returning  the  children  is  pro- 
ceeding slowly.     They  hadn't  fully  decided  if  or  when  to  re turn (Sonj  home. 
They  have  been  having  the  -two  children  visit  on  alternate  weekends  and  are 
now  planning  to  have  them  both  visit  on  the  same  weekend  to  see  if  mother 
can  cope.     We  have  temporary  custody  of[Sonj  ac  lease  -  other  child  is  younger. 

The  foster  mother  is  understandably  worrying  about  the  time  when  the  child 
will  leave  as  I  believe  'Social  Worker]  and  Supervisor]  are  also  -.and  have  truly 
Pno;  decided  yet  what  to  reconvene  in  July  when  they  return  to  court.     It  will 
depend  largely  on  how  the  weekend  visits  go  from  new  cill  then.  v 

I  know  from  the  standpoint  of  a  loving  foster  mother  our  poor  disturbed  in- 
hibited     natural  parents  must  seem  very  inadequate  and  often  are,  but  we  are 
supposed  to  work  toward  return  to  parents  as  a  major  goal ,  aren't  we?  And 
tLocal  Welfare  Office]  dees  appear-  to.  be  trying  to  do  it  gradually  testing  as  they 
go.     They  obviously  stopped  the  visiting  and  worked  with  the  mother  over  her  rather 
severe  spanking,  of  her  child  and  she  wasn't  denying  it  so  chats  positive  in 
a  way. 

I  am  sending  a  copy  of  this  letter  to  TsuoervisorJ so  that  perhaps  a  little  mora 
work  can  be  done  with /Son's  Foster  Mother]  to  help  her  accept. 
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I  have  had  a  long  talk  with  [Supervisor]  who  is  [Social  Worker's]  supervisor. 
She  cells  ma  chae  from  Che  Departments  standpoint:,   the  mother  is  making 
rather  steady  progress.     She  keeps  weekly  appointments  with  (social  Wo rkerj,  keeps 
her  appointments  at  Rental  Health  Clinic],  has  married  jjthe  children's 
father] and  has  a  new  apartment.     The  plan  of  returning  the  children  is  pro- 
ceeding slowly.     They  hadn't  fully  decided  if  or  when  to  return  (^Son]  home. 
They  have  been  having  the  -two  children  visit  on  alternate  weekends  and  are 
new  planning  to  have  then  both  visit  on  the  sane  weekend  to  see  if  mother 
can  cope.     We  have  temporary  custody  of  i_Son;  at  least  -  other  child  is  younger. 

Tne  foster  mother  is  understandably  worrying  about  the  time  when  the  child 

r  "*i         c  i 

.will  leave  as  I  believe  (Social  Worker]  and  Supervisor;  are  also  --and  have,  truly 

'not  decided  yet  what  to  recommend  in  July  when  they  return  to  court.     It  will 

depend  largely  on  how  the  weekend  visits  go  from  new  till  then.  * 

I  know  from  the  standpoint  of  a  loving  foster  mother  our  poor  disturbed  in- 
hibited     natural  parents  must  saeoi  very  inadequate  and  often  are,  but  we  are 
supposed  to  work  toward  return  to  parents  as  a  major  goal,  aren't  we?  And 
Jlocal  Welfare  Office}  dees  appear-  to  be  trying  to  do  it  gradually  testing  as  they 
go.     They  obviously  stopped  the  visiting  and  worked  with  the  mother  over  her  rathe 
severe  spanking,  of  her  child  and  she  wasn't  denying  it  so  chats  positive  in 
a  way. 

I  am  sending  a  copy  of  this  letter  to  fsuoarvisorj so  that  perhaps  a  little  more 
work  can  be  done  with [Son's  Foster  Mother]  to  help  her  accept. 


